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INTRODUCTION 
History of Operational Characteristics 
Foreknowledge of the operating characteristics of 
multilane highways is essential to optimizing geometric 
and capacity designs and in analyzing the combined or 
singular problems of structural design and service-life of 
pavements. To analyze wear, skid resistance, rutting, and 
roughness, it is necessary to have sufficient statistics to 
synthesize or reconstitute the traffic history of each lane 
and section. Traffic volumes vary by hour of day, day 
of week, etc.; lane usage varies with volume, speeds, etc .. 
To forecast pavement loadings for structural designs or 
to estimate the actual, accumulated loadings by lanes, 
it is necessary to have adequate information about lane 
distributions by classes or types of vehicles and about 
axle weights. Noise and exhaust emissions are related 
to speeds, grades, volume, and composition of traffic. 
Rarely are sufficient data available for all purposes. 
From time to time, needs for new types of information 
emerge. However, needs for certain basic statistics were 
foreseen and defined many years ago, but appeared after 
that grand roadbuilding period from the mid-1920's to 
the mid-1930's. 
Highway planning surveys were authorized by the 
Hayden-Cartwright Act of 1934. The basic needs defined 
then ( 1) were 
I. inventory of rural highways, 
2. estimating volume and character of traffic, 
3. accounting of highway expenditures, 
4. accounting of vehicle ownership and road-user 
revenues, 
5. studies of travel patterns, and 
6. studies of road life. 
Multilane highways evolved (I) from a desire for 
passing and free headway, (2) from a desire to safely 
separate opposing traffic, and (3) to increase capacity. 
Three-lane, rural highways providing opportunity for 
passing in each direction in the center lane did not prove 
to be operationally safe. Accessory lanes, or 
truck-climbing lanes, provided relief passing but resulted 
in re-merging conflicts at the lane drop when volumes 
were high. These factors were persuasive toward 
four-lane, divided highways as a minimum standard at 
the inception of the modern toll road, expressway, and 
interstate highway programs. Fortunately, there were 
advance designs, such as the Pennsylvania Turnpike, in 
operation beforehand. Twelve-foot wide lanes, paved 
shoulders, and five-percent maximum grades became 
design goals. The Kentucky Turnpike (1955) served as 
a model for other precedential design and construction 
decisions at the beginning of the interstate program in 
Kentucky. Collectively, the interstate and toll road 
systems may be viewed now as a vast, midterm source 
of data for refining criteria and future concepts. 
Volume and character of traffic encompasses wide 
generalities as well as specifics. Volume alone may 
determine the number of lanes designed or to be added. 
Operating characteristics usually refer to a design 
situation rather than the composition of the traffic in 
the stream. Specific studies have addressed the 
operational characteristics of interchanges or, even more 
specifically, ramp termini, weaving sections, lane drops 
or closures, and other points of likely or observed 
congestion. 
Lane Distribution Characteristics 
The first significant compilation and analyses of 
lane distribution on rural, multilane highways was made 
by 0, K. Norman of the Public Roads Administration 
tn cooperation with highway planning surveys in several 
state highway departments in 1942 (2). Lane-usage data 
were obtained for determining capacities of all types of 
multilane highways, Graphical relationships between the 
total traffic and the percentage of vehicles in each lane 
were developed for four-lane highways. Based on counts 
of over one hundred thousand vehicles, obtained on six 
undivided and five divided highways, approximately 88 
percent of the vehicles used the shoulder lane at low 
traffic volumes. This value decreased to 50 percent when 
the total one-directional volume approached I, 700 
vehicles per hour and to 40 percent as the total volume 
approached practical capacity. Approxlmaterly 12 
percent of the vehicles were observed to straddle the 
lane line on divided highways. This value increased to 
17 percent on undivided highways. It seems worthy of 
note, here, that the Highway Capacity Manual of 1950 
evolved from these surveys and other special studies, 
A comprehensive summary of lane usage by trucks 
on rural, four-lane highways was made by A, Taragin 
of the Bureau of Public Roads in cooperation with 17 
state highway departments in 1958 (3). The four-lane 
studies were made at 39 locations; total, one-directional, 
hourly volumes varied from 200 to I ,000 vehicles per 
hour and truck percentages ranged from 6 to 21 percent. 
In that study, the proportion of total traffic composed 
of commercial vehicles was found to decrease as the 
total traffic volume increased. For a one-directional 
traffic volume of 500 vehicles per hour, 90 percent of 
the truck traffic and 75 percent of the passenger car 
traffic were found to use the shoulder lane. These 
percentages decreased to 75 and 53 percent, 
respectively, when the total volume increased to 
approximately 2,500 vehicles per hour, Slight increases 
in these percentages were observed for hourly traffic 
volumes in excess of 2,500 vehicles per hour. 
A report by the Texas Highway Department in 
1961 (4) dealt with lane usage on multilane freeways 
in urban areas. Lane distrubtion data were collected by 
two basic methods at different test locations: (1) 
one-directional hourly volume over a 24-hour period, 
and (2) 5-minute lane counts during peak hour traffic 
flow periods. Results from studies utilizing the first type 
of data collection procedure indicated the center lane 
of a six-lane highway invariably carried the highest 
percentage of vehicles when the traffic volume was 
between 3,000 and 4,500 vehicles per hour. Traffic in 
the center lane usually averaged approximately 38.5 
percent of the total traffic volume. It was also noted 
that the percentage of vehicles in the shoulder lane 
varied inversely with the total volume. The 5-minute 
data indicated that the shoulder lane does not 
accommodate more than 26 percent of the total traffic 
volume. The two inner lanes were found to 
accommodate approximately the same amount of traffic 
at volumeS in the range of design capacity and above. 
Results from the few hourly counts at four-lane 
locations indicated that the shoulder lane carries 
approximately 45 percent of the total traffic volume 
while the median lane was found to carry approximately 
55 percent of the traffic at volumes greater than 2,000 
vehicles per. hour. 
Another Texas report, by Heathington and Tutt 
(5), dealt with lane usage at IS locations on four·, six·, 
eight-, and ten-lane controlled access facilities in 
Houston, San Antonio, Austin, Beaumont, Dallas, and 
Fort Worth. All counts were taken during the normal 
five-day work week in the summer of 1965. These 
counts were made at 5-minute intervals by direction and 
by lane at each study location. This limited study 
indicated that the percentage of traffic in the shoulder 
lane was inversely proportional to the total traffic 
volume. As a section of six-lane facility approaches 
capacity, lane-usage percentages were found to approach 
a 35-35-30 distribution for the median lane, middle lane, 
imd shoulder lane, respectively, for a six-lane controlled 
access highway. 
The Highway Capacity Manual, of 1965 updated 
traffic characteristics to the beginning of the 
interstate-type of highway. In some respects, data then 
were limited. 
Ultimately perhaps, traffic will approach the 
capacity of all lanes available; however, the 
level-of-service concept would not permit multilane 
facilities to be designed to reach full capacity within 
the designed life of the roadway. Instead, a new facility 
might be designed initially for Level of Service A and 
eventually be expected to congest to Level of Service 
C or D. Consequently, some choice or option with 
respect to lane selection may continue somewhat 
indefinitely beyond the design term. 
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Lane Distributions and Pavement Design 
From the standpoint of pavement design, it must 
be recognized that practically all traffic enters and exits 
from the right-hand lane; and, so, at some time, all 
vehicles use the outer lane, but not necessarily the same 
point. Those vehicles using the innermost lane, where 
three lanes are available, traversed the outer and middle 
lanes to get there. This, in effect, compounds the traffic 
in the outer lanes. Usually, because of the traditions 
of rightward egress and use of inner lanes for passing 
and overflow, the greater portion of traffic will use the 
outer lane. The simplest approach would be to design 
the pavement as if each lane might carry the total traffic; 
the most complicated approach would be to forecast 
the traffic according to lane use and loadings and to 
design and construct the lane pavements accordingly; 
however, there may be overriding design and 
construction factors in the overall strategy and cost 
analysis which might offset otherwise apparent savings. 
For instance, a greater number of construction 
operations might be involved in constructing lanes to 
different thicknesses, under-pavement drainage becomes 
more complicated, and possible lane closures for 
maintenance or emergencies may overload the thinner 
lanes. Therefore, the controlling lane, usually the outside 
or right-hand lane, may determine the pavement 
thickness throughout. Even so, the summation of 
equivalent loadings in all of the lanes available in one 
direction, when adjusted for lane distribution may 
moderate design requirements somewhat. The idea of 
designing all lanes for the same percentage of the total 
equivalent loading is identical to the idea of selecting 
the lane having the greatest loading as being the "design 
lane" and then designing companion lanes like it. 
Whereas the distribution of traffic amongst lanes 
is important from an operation-and-capacity point of 
view, the distribution of trucks is perhaps of greater 
importance with respect to the pavement structure. 
The first-generation, automatic traffic counter was 
an "electric eye" which counted traffic in both 
directions. It was necessary to express volume without 
regard to direction. Average daily traffic (ADT) was 
expanded to average, annual daily traffic (AADT). 
Classification surveys were made by eye; axle weights 
were taken at weigh stations. The conception of 
progressive damage to pavements was first proposed by 
Bradbury (6) in 1938. Grumm (7) applied the idea to 
bituminous concrete pavements in the early 1940's. 
Until then, some pavement structures were designed by 
the Massachusetts rule (8) or by the Westerguard theory 
(9 ); both were based on maximum static load. Fatigue 
theories required synthesis of the traffic stream and 
summation of equivalent loadings. Load-repetition 
criteria for design (specific to bituminous concrete 
pavements) were adopted in Kentucky in 1948 (10). 
Criteria were updated in 1959 (11) and came under 
revision again in 1968 (12 ). The origimil criteria 
provided a basis for pro rata or incremental analyses 
by highway costs in terms of loads and pavement 
structure requirements (13). Unfortunately, from the 
very beginning, the Kentucky summation of equivalent 
wheel loads (EWL's) has been in terms of combined or 
two-directional traffic. Presumably, this insidious 
convention has been perpetuated by the fact that 
AADT1s encompass a two-direction, single-lane basis --
the only recourse is to divide by 2. To convert 
approximately to the AASHO, 18-kip, equivalent 
axleload (EAL) basis, the Kentucky EWL is further 
divided by 16. To apportion these parameters to a lane 
basis in multilane situations, one may begin by 
decomposing AADT's according to lane usage and 
incidences of trucks and axle weights in each of the 
lanes. Of course, one must know those incidences 
beforehand. 
The PCA's "Thickness Design for Concrete 
Pavements" (1966) made recourse to Taragin's study of 
1958 (3) for the distribution of trucks on a four-lane, 
divided highway. Using Taragin's graph, about 93 
percent of the trucks would be expected to be in the 
outside lane during the low-volume night hours 
(approximately 400 vph); at high volumes (I ,800 vph), 
about 75 percent would be in the outer lane. The 
Asphalt Institute's "Thickness Design Manual (MS-1)" 
(1963) suggested a probable range of 80 to 96 percent 
for a four-lane road and 50 to 96 percent for a six-lane 
road. 
A more cursory approximation may be made by 
computing the directional loadings and apportioning the 
directional total amongst the lanes according~ to the 
incidence of trucks in each lane. A 1968 proposal merely 
reduced the directional summation of loadings to 85 
percent to find the design value for the outer lanes of 
four-lane highways. Less specific guidance was offered 
in respect to six or more lanes. A more specific study 
of lane distributions ensued in 1969 (14). Where two 
lanes were available, 92.5 percent of trucks in the 
northbound direction used the outer lane, and 90~6 
percent in the southbound direction used the outer lane. 
Where three lanes were available, 69.5 percent of the 
northbound trucks and 75.0 percent of those 
southbound used the outside lane. Likewise, a significant 
portion of car traffic used the outside lanes. The 
distribution of trucks appeared to be affected only 
slightly by the total volume of traffic. This rather 
hnplied that truck traffic is almost an independent 
statistic -- and became severely confounded when 
lumped together with automobile traffic. In summary, 
it appeared that at least 90 percent of the trucks on 
a four-lane road may be expected to use the outer lane 
and that at least 75 percent of the trucks on a six-lane 
road should be expected to use the outside lane. 
Numerous observations were made of pairs of 
commercial vehicles from the same company running 
together. This observation, plus the fact that the 
commercial vehicles have lower average running speeds, 
resulted in truck traffic operating in queues more often 
than with automobile traffic. 
Hard rains and winds were experienced at brief 
intervals during the data acquisition periods. 
Observations of the traffic during these periods indicated 
that drivers have a tendency to slow down and move 
to the shoulder lane. Although these time periods were 
brief, they do indicate that weather conditions influence 
(to varying degrees) the distribution of traffic by lane. 
Lane changes were often made as a result of such 
lateral influences as (I) maintenance work, (2) vehicle 
parked on shoulder, or (3) slow-moving vehicles. The 
most significant of the above influences was slow-moving 
vehicles. In addition, vehicles parked on the shoulders 
also contributed to lane changing. Sixteen autos and two 
trucks stopped on the shoulders within 200 feet ( 60 
m) of the test sections during the study period~ These 
stops ranged from a duration of less than I minute to 
more than I hour. Major reasons for stopping included 
(I) mechanical trouble with vehicle, (2) change of 
drivers, (3) heavy rain, and (4) traffic violations. 
When one or more vehicles pulled onto the 
shoulder, a noticeable change in vehicle operation was 
observed. In almost all cases, the majority of the traffic 
in the outside (shoulder lane) change to an inner lane. 
As soon as the stopped vehicle re-entered the traffic 
stream, the traffic reverted to its usual lane distribution. 
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Studded Tires and Pavement Wear 
To study and analyze wear of pavements caused 
by studded tires, it is necessary to know the incidence 
of studded tires, rear and front, seasonally and by 
location. Whereas the lateral distribution of wheel passes 
within the lanes or wheel paths might be deduced from 
accurate measurements of the profile of the worn wheel 
path, a direct or independent evaluation of distributions 
provides a more definitive inter-relationship. For 
instance, if all factors were known, it would be possible 
to compute wear on a per-stud basis and to estimate 
the cost of damage to a pavement on a per-stud basis. 
Assumption of a normal distribution across a width of 
about 30 inches may suffice in the absence of discrete 
measurements of distributions. Distributions of this type 
are significant from the standpoint of rutting in 
bituminous concrete pavements. Rutting is caused by 
intensity of lOads, repetitions, and dwell time (an inverse 
of speed). Upgrades rut more than downgrades; tractive 
demand on upgrades may also influence rutting and 
rippling. Gross wear attributable to studded tires or 
raveling subtracted from the total rut depth yields that 
portion of the depth which may be associated with 
loading. For comparative purposes where it may be 
assumed that wheel-track distributions are equal, it is 
not necessary to know the exact distribution. In the 
absence of gross wear and raveling, microscopic wear 
or polishing occurs. Polishing cauo·,s slipperiness. Skid 
tests are generally made as near as possible to the center 
of the wheel path. Thus far, losses in skid resistance 
are being related to total, accumulated, lane traffic; and 
this seems sufficient at the present time to determine 
which types of materials and surfaces provide acceptable 
service histories with respect to wet-weather safety. 
Noise Level Predictions 
Whereas the L10 · noise level of a traffic stream 
may be determined from a chart recording, in decibels, 
through a period of time, without knowledge of the 
composition of the traffic in the stream, classification 
and frequency observations, together with 
foreknowledge of noise emissions of vehicles according 
to type or classification, should enable one to 
reconstitute the blind record and therefore, to predict 
the noise levels where traffic and composition are 
predictable (15, 16). 
~~-+!n+l ... -1 D-.J:.,.'J..,!J:4-•• _....f Q.,.,...J;·,.,*;,....,.., 
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In many· cases, such as the prediction of noise 
levels, the probability of presence or occupancy in a 
zone of influence, or length of highway, must be known. 
In other words, one must confront the question: What 
is the probability of two or more high noise generators 
being in the zone of significant influence at the same 
time? Of course, the analyst must realize that all 
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constitutive-type statistics may be treated as expressions 
of probabilities. As an example, using probability 
expressions for load occurrences, gap intervals, 
sequences, etc., it has become possible to synthesize the 
load histories on bridges and to compute the portion 
of fatigue life used up or remaining I 17). 
Few users of traffic statistics consider the reliability 
or possible error associated with the statistic. Averages 
and trends are used to forecast traffic volumes and 
loadings 20 years hence; therefore, it is necessary to 
make them long-range estimates in the process of 
planning and designing the project. Why say 20 years? 
The economic feasibility of the Kentucky Turnpike was 
based on a 40-year plan, but the project matured in 
approximately 20 years. The parent statistic in most 
estimates of this type is the AADT. The simplest process 
is to estimate the current or first-year AADT and to 
expand this value through the term of years by the 
compound interest equation. The compounding rate, 
usually between five and six percent, may be updated 
periodically and by class of highway. Very little 
information is available about the accuracy of these or 
other forecasts. A cursory analysis of approximately 40 
projects in 1959 Ill) indicated that 15.9 percent of the 
projects did or would reach the estimated, 10-year, 
equivalent loadings in 6.8 years. The standard deviation 
was 68 percent. This example does not necessarily 
impute the method of making forecasts but implies that 
if an average, compounding rate is used, the forecast 
will also represent an average situation. However, three 
standard deviations indicate a high improbability that 
the actual outcome of a particular project would exceed 
twice or be less than half the estimate. 
Truck weights and vehicle classification data have 
been published annually, since 1959, by the Department 
I 18). W-2 tables give the percentage distributions by 
vehicle class, and W-4 tables give axie weights by class. 
The principal sources of these data are permanent weigh 
stations. For example, in 1971, Kentucky operated six 
stations .on interstate routes for one 24-hour period and 
three on primary routes for 16 hours, each; two were 
operated in urban locations for a 12-hour period, each. 
The purpose of the study that follows was to 
develop a data base and interrelationships for traffic 
characteristics on rural, multilane highways. Primary 
emphasis was placed on factors influencing lane 
distribution. Other characteristics investigated were 
u.a.h~':'l"' "~.a.<>rh•, uPh-i"'f' rl~Hl:~ifi"<ltint1.r;;; volume~; time 
distributions of flow, and noise emitted by vehicle type 
and weight. 
PROCEDURE 
The major source of data presented in this report 
was the traffic characteristics survey in 1973. However, 
a desire to compare lane distribution and speed data 
collected in 1968 and 1975 with the 1973 data 
necessitated additional analyses which are presented 
later in this report. 
1973 Survey of Traffic 
Characteristics 
Data were collected at four sites on the interstate 
system in May and June of 1973. The sites were at or 
near weigh stations in the following locations: I 75 in 
Grant County, I 65 in Hardin County, I 64 in Shelby 
County, and 1 64 in Rowan County. The sites were 
located on generally level and straight sections of 
interstate highways in the central Kentucky area (Figure 
1). All sites were on four-lane, fully controlled-access 
highways. A general view of each site is presented in 
Figures 2 through 5. The 24-hour, two-directional 
volumes ranged from 4,651 to 30,181. At each site, data 
were collected for two 24-hour periods -- from noon 
Tuesday to noon Wednesday and from noon Friday to 
noon Saturday. Site locations and data collection dates 
are presented in Table I. 
Data Collection 
To obtain weights, it was necessary to gather data 
within the general vicinity of weigh stations. Other types 
of data collected included vehicle speeds, vehicle 
classifications, volumes, lane distributions, and noise 
emitted by vehicle type and weight. Data forms are 
shown in APPENDIX A. Also included in APPENDIX 
A are photographs of the various vehicle types observed 
during the classification survey. To correlate the weight 
of a truck with its corresponding noise level and speed 
at some point away from the weigh station, it was 
necessary to identify trucks and coordinate efforts of 
several data collectors. This was accomplished by 
positioning the noise and radar meter operators in 
advance of the weigh station where it was not possible 
for the truck driver to determine if the weigh station 
was open. The radar meter operator informed the noise 
meter operator, who was stationed nearby, so that a 
noise reading could be obtained as the truck passed. The 
noise meter operator then relayed the truck 1s 
identification to the weight recorder. Other data 
collectors RO those recording volumes, classifications, and 
lane distributions -- were located at least 1 mile (1.6 
kilometers) downstream from the weigh station so that 
lane distribution data would not be biased. 
Several problems were encountered during the data 
collection periods, none of which severely impaired the 
total effort. Coordination of efforts between the speed, 
noise, and weight data collectors was a problem because 
of occasional inadequate range of radio transmitters used 
to relay the truck identification message from the noise 
data collector to the weigh station. It was also apparent 
that many of the truckers were warning other truckers 
by radio that speed monitoring was taking place. 
Rainy weather was also a problem since the noise 
measuring equipment could not be used during wet 
periods. Speed data collection was discontinued when 
the pavement became wet. The total percent of rainy 
weather was small (approximately five percent) 
compared to the total data-collection period. 
Data Assimilation 
The data were coded, keypunched, and placed on 
computer tape according to the format shown in 
APPENDIX B. Summaries of the volumes, 
classifications, and lane distribution data for each of the 
four sites are presented in Tables 2 through 5. The 
Tuesday-Wednesday periods are summarized separately 
from the Friday-Saturday periods for each of the sites 
in APPENDIX C. Table 6 is a summary of volumes, 
classifications, and lane distribution data for all data at 
all four sites. Automobiles and pickup trucks are 
classified with and without attached trailers. Pickup 
trucks were not classified in the truck categories. There 
were ten classifications of trucks ranging from a 
single-unit, two-axle, four-tire vehicle up to a 
tractor-trailer combination with eight axles. A guide for 
identifying the trucks during data collection is presented 
in APPENDIX A. 
Summaries of average weights, average noise levels, 
and average speeds for each of the 12 vehicle 
classifications are presented in Table 7. Noise levels at 
various speed intervals and weight categories are 
presented in Tables 8 and 9, respectively. From Table 
7, it was determined that trucks could generally be 
classified as light or heavy. Ught trucks included 
single-unit, two-axle, four-tire and single-unit, two-axle, 
six-tire vehicles. All other truck types were ch:1.ssified as 
heavy. 
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Figure 1. Geographical Distribution of the Four Data Collection Sites (1973) 
Figure 2. Data Collection Site in Scott County (1973, 1975) 
Figure 3. Data Collection Site in Hardin County (1973, 1975) 
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Figure 4. Data Collection Site in Shelby County (1973) 
Figure 5. Data Collection Site in Rowan County (1973) 
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TABLE I. SITE LOCATIONS, PAVEMENT TYPE, 
AND DATA COLLECTION DATES 
PAVEMENT 
ROUTE MILEPOST COUNTY TYPE DATE3 
I 75 130.8 Scott PCC May 22-23 
I 75 130.8 Scott PCC June 1-2 
I 64 38.0 Shelby PCC June 5-6 
I 64 38.0 Shelby PCC June 8-9 
I 64 148.0 Rowan Bit. Class I June 12-13 
I 64 148.0 Rowan !lit. Class I June 15-16 
I 65 90.0 Hardin PCC June 19-20 
I 65 90.0 Hardin PCC June 22-23 
3 1973 
9 
0 
TABLE 2. VEHICLE CLASSIFICATION SUMMARY 
SCOTI COUNTY, INTERSTATE 75, STATION 56 
SUMMER, 1973 
DIRECTION AUTOS/PICKL:PS 
OF TRAVEL WITHOUT WITH TOTAL TOTAL 
AND LANE TRAILERS SU2A4T SU~A6T SU3A SU4A CJA C4A CSA C6A C7A CSA BUSES OTHER TRUCKS VOLUME 
NB SL 
NB ML 
NB 
SB SL 
SB ML 
SB 
NB SL 
NB Ml 
NB 
SB SL 
SB Ml 
SB 
CLASSIFICATION BY NUMBER OF VEHICLES 
8,607 445 514 408 
4,198 40 9] 15 
12,805 485 605 423 
9,474 
6,587 
16,061 
658 
II9 
777 
627 
I89 
8I6 
CLASSIFICATION BY PERCENTAGES 
29.82 35.26 36.17 
14.54 3.17 6.40 
44.36 
32.82 
n.s2 
55.64 
38.43 
52.14 
9.43 
61.57 
42.58 
44.12 
13.30 
57.42 
472 
26 
"' 
44.30 
L63 
45.93 
51.25 
2.82 
54.07 
57 
2 
59 
63 
64 
46.34 
1.63 
47.97 
51.22 
0.81 
52.03 
0 
20.00 
0.0 
20.00 
80.00 
0.0 
80.00 
TABLE 3. VEHICLE CLASSIFICATION SUMMARY 
124 
7 
I3I 
I09 
4 
II3 
50.82 
2:87 
53.69 
44.67 
1.64 
46.31 
HARDIN COUNTY, INTERSTATE 65, STATION 54 
SUMMER, 1973 
DJRI:CTJO:--. Al'TOSIPJCKCPS 
01: TRAVEL W!THOl!T WITH 
AND LA:-;L TRA!LlRS Sl'~A4T SU2A6T 
CLASSIFICATION BY NUMBER OF VEHICLES 
~B SL 
NB ML 
NB 
SB SL 
SB ML 
58 
NB SL 
:-;B ML 
:\B 
SB SL 
SB ~IL 
SB 
9.596 849 681 475 
6,635 
16.231 
10.196 
8.554 
!8.750 
liS 
964 
1.241 
I65 
1.406 
I6< 
845 
976 
2I3 
1,189 
CLASSIFICATION BY PERCENTAGES 
27.43 
18.97 
46.40 
29.15 
24.45 
53.60 
35.82 
4.85 
40.68 
52.36 
6.96 
59.32 
33.48 
8.06 
41.54 
47.98 
10.47 
58.46 
34 
509 
SI7 
56 
573 
43.90 
3.14 
47.04 
47.78 
5.18 
52.96 
SU3A 
56 
58 
6) 
69 
44.09 
L57 
45.67 
52.76 
1.57 
54.33 
SU4A 
I 
0 
I 
l,l.JI 
0.0 
11.11 
66.67 
21.22 ' 
88.89 
C3A 
Il7 
II9 
I <I 
9 
ISO 
43.49 
0.74 
44.24 
51.41 
3.35 
55.76 
380 
15 
395 
336 
IS 
35I 
50.94 
2.01 
52.95 
45.04 
2.0\ 
47.05 
C4A 
437 
I8 
455 
492 
50 
542 
43.83 
1.81 
45.64 
49_35 
5.02 
54.36 
1,761 
86 
1,847 
1,806 
I28 
1,934 
46.57 
2.27 
48.85 
47.77 
3.39 
sus 
C5A 
2,739 
179 
2,918 
2,794 
"' 3,068 
45.76 
2.99 
48.75 
46.68 
4.58 
51.25 
I4 
17 
40 
0 
40 
~4.56 
5.26 
29.82 
70.18 
0.0 
70.18 
C6A 
I5 
0 
IS 
I4 
I4 
51.72 
0.0 
51.72 
48.28 
0.0 
48.28 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0.0 
O.D 
0.0 
0.0 
0.0 
0.0 
C7A 
o, 
oo 
0.0 
0.0-
0.0 
0.0 
0.0 
0 
0 
0 
0.0 
00 
0.0 
00 
0.0 
0.0 
C8A 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0.0 
0.0 
00 
0.0 
0.0 
0.0 
45 
50 
6I 
63 
39.82 
4.42 
44.25 
53.98 
1.77 
55.75 
BUSES 
82 
II 
93 
82 
I3 
95 
43.62 
5.85 
49.47 
43.62 
6.91 
50.53 
42 
43 
106 
17 
I23 
25.30 
0.60 
25.90 
63.86 
10.24 
74.10 
OTHER 
64 
3 
67 
IOI 
I6 
Il7 
34.78 
1.63 
36.41 
54.89 
8.70 
63.59 
3,260 
2I9 
3,479 
3,461 
363 
3,824 
44.64 
3.00 
47.64 
47.39 
4.97 
52.36 
TOTAL 
TRUCKS 
4.521 
399 
4,920 
5.007 
W6 
5,613 
42.92 
3.79 
46.71 
47.54 
5.75 
53.29 
12,399 
4,463 
16,862 
13,760 
7,088 
20,848 
32.88 
!1.84 
44.71 
36.49 
!8.80 
55.29 
TOTAL 
VOLUME 
15,112 
7,163 
22,275 
16,627 
9,354 
25,981 
3L32 
14.84 
46.16 
34.46 
19.38 
53.84 
TABLE 4. VEHICLE CLASSIFICATION SUMMARY 
SHELBY COUNTY, INTERSTATE 64, STATION 55 
SUMMER, 1973 
DIIUCTIO\ Al"TOS'PICKL:PS 
01- TRA\"1-l 
>,:-,D LA~I 
EB Sl 
EB ML 
EB 
WB SL 
WB ML 
WB 
EB SL 
EB ML 
EB 
WB SL 
WB ML 
WB 
WlTHOL'T WITH 
TRAillRS Sl'2A4T SL'2A6T 
CLASSIFICATION BY !':UMBER OF VEHICLES 
8,333 370 313 414 
3,590 29 60 28 
11,923 399 373 442 
7,723 222 392 417 
2.974 17 54 24 
10,697 239 446 441 
CLASSIFICATION BY PERCENTAGES 
36.84 57.99 38.22 
15.87 4.55 7.33 
52.71 
34.14 
13.15 
47.29 
61.54 
34.80 
2.66 
37.46 
45.54 
47.86 
6.59 
54.46 
46.89 
3.17 
50.06 
47.23 
2.72 
49.94 
SUJA 
" I 
" 59 
61 
40.38 
0.96 
4!.35 
56.73 
1.92 
58.65 
SC4A 
6 
0 
6 
53.85 
00 
53.85 
46.15 
0.0 
46.15 
TABLE 5. VEHICLE CLASSIFICATION SUMMARY 
(3A 
98 
7 
105 
105 
110 
45.58 
3.26 
48.84 
48.84 
2.33 
5 L16 
ROWAN COUNTY, INTERSTATE 64, STATION 58 
SUMMER, 1973 
D1R.\-CTION ALITOS/PICKL:PS 
01 TRAVLL WITHOUT WITH 
AND LANL: TRA1Ll:RS Sli2A4T SU2A6T 
CLASSIFICATION BY NUMBER OF VEHICLES 
EB SL 
EB ML 
EB 
WB SL 
WB ML 
WB 
EB SL 
LB ML 
EB 
WB SL 
WB ML 
WB 
3.710 146 231 177 
528 5 
4.238 151 239 182 
3,767 201 252 !96 
70~ 9 10 7 
4,469 210 262 203 
CLASSIFJC.UlON BY Pl:RC!-.NTAGES 
42.61 
6.06 
48.67 
43.26 
~-06 
51.33 
40.44 
1.39 
41.83 
55.68 
2.49 
58.17 
46.11 
1.60 
47.70 
50.30 
2.00 
52.30 
45.97 
1_30 
47.27 
50.91 
LH2 
52.73 
SU3A 
25 
0 
05 
'3 
" 
52.08 
0.0 
52.08 
47.92 
0.0 
47.92 
SU4A 
I 
0 
33.33 
0.0 
33.33 
66.67 
0.0 
66.67 
C3A 
20 
0 
20 
27 
0 
27 
42.55 
00 
42.55 
57.45 
0.0 
57.45 
C<A 
288 
9 
297 
~26 
II 
237 
53.93 
1.69 
55.62 
42.32 
2.06 
44.38 
C4A 
113 
II< 
77 
I 
78 
58.85 
0.52 
59.37 
40.10 
0.52 
40.62 
(SA 
1,545 
85 
1,630 
1.386 
81 
1.467 
49.89 
2.74 
52.63 
44.75 
2.62 
47.37 
CSA 
535 
10 
545 
587 
I] 
600 
46.72 
0.87 
47.60 
51.27 
1.14 
52.40 
(6A 
52.94 
00 
52.94 
41.18 
5.88 
47.06 
C6A 
4 
0 
4 
9 
0 
30.77 
0.0 
30.77 
69.23 
0.0 
69.23 
OA 
0.0 
0.0 
00 
00 
00 
0.0 
(7A 
0 
0 
0 
0 
100.00 
0.0 
100.00 
0.0 
00 
0.0 
CSA 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0.0 
0.0 
0.0 
0.0 
0.0 
0.0 
C8A 
0 
0 
00 
0.0 
0.0 
00 
0.0 
00 
BUSES 
35 
0 
35 
32 
0 
32 
52.24 
0.0 
52.24 
47.76 
0.0 
47.76 
BUSES 
6 
5 
0 
54.55 
00 
54.55 
45.45 
0.0 
45.45 
OTHER 
33 
35 
49 
52 
37.93 
2.30 
40.13 
56.32 
3.45 
59.77 
OTHER 
14 
0 
14 
39.13 
00 
39.13 
60.87 
00 
60.87 
TOTAL 
TRUCKS 
2.716 
190 
2.906 
2,598 
178 
2.776 
47.80 
3.34 
51.14 
45.72 
3.13 
48.86 
TOTAL 
TRUCKS 
1.108 
24 
1.132 
1.173 
31 
1.204 
47.43 
1.03 
48.46 
50.21 
1.33 
51.54 
TOTAL 
VOLUME 
11.487 
3.81 1 
15,298 
10,624 
3.172 
13.796 
39-48 
13.!0 
s~_sg 
36.52 
10.90 
47.42 
TOTAL 
VOLUME 
4.979 
557 
5.536 
5,160 
742 
5.902 
43.53 
4_87 
48.40 
45.!1 
6.49 
51.60 
-"' 
TABLE 6. 
DIR!:CTION 
0!- TRAVH 
AND LAN! 
NB SL 
NB ML 
NB 
SB SL 
SB ML 
SB 
EB SL 
EB ML 
EB 
WB SL 
WB ML 
WB 
TOTAL 
NB Sl 
NB ML 
SB SL 
SB ML 
EB SL 
EB ML 
WB SL 
WB ML 
PERCENT OF 
TOTAL 
VEHICLE CLASSIFICATION SUMMARY 
KENTUCKY, INTERSTATES 
SUMMER, 1973 
AUTOS/PICK CPS 
WITHOUT WITH 
TRA!Ll:RS SU2A4T SC.:'.A6T 
CLASSIFICATION BY NUMBER OF VEHICLES 
18,203 1,294 1,195 883 
10,833 155 255 49 
29,036 1,449 1,450 932 
19,670 1,899 1,603 989 
15,141 284 402 82 
34,811 
11,043 
4,118 
16,161 
11,490 
3,676 
15,!66 
95.174 
2,183 
516 
" 550 
423 
26 
449 
4,631 
2,005 
544 
68 
6L! 
"' "' 708 
4,775 
CLASSIFICATION BY PERCENTAGES 
66.17 4.70 4.34 
93.18 1.33 2.19 
64.73 
92.09 
73.14 
94.28 
72.80 
93.92 
75.24 
6.25 
!.73 
3.13 
0.78 
2.68 
0.66 
3.66 
5.28 
2.44 
3.30 
1.56 
4.08 
1.64 
3.77 
1,071 
591 
33 
624 
613 
31 
644 
3,271 
3.21 
0.42 
3.25 
050 
3.59 
-o.76 
3.88 
0.79 
2.59 
SU3A 
113 
4 
117 
130 
3 
133 
67 
1 
68 
82 
84 
402 
0.41 
0.03 
0.43 
0.02 
0.41 
0.02 
0.52 
0.05 
0.32 
SU4A 
3 
0 
14 
2 
16 
0 
8 
8 
0 
8 
35 
O.Dl 
00 
0.05 
0.01 
0.05 
00 
o.os 
0.0 
O.D3 
C3A 
241 
9 
250 
250 
13 
263 
116 
125 
132 
137 
77S 
0.88 
0.08 
0.82 
0.08 
0.72 
0.16 
0.84 
0.13 
0.61 
C4A 
617 
33 
650 
828 
65 
893 
401 
w 
411 
303 
12 
315 
2,469 
2.97 
0.28 
2.72 
0.40 
2.44 
0.23 
1.91 
0.31 
1.95 
CSA 
4,500 
265 
4,765 
4,600 
402 
5.002 
2,080 
95 
2,175 
I .973 
94 
2,067 
14,009 
16.36 
2.28 
15.14 
2.44 
12.63 
2.17 
12.50 
2.40 
11.07 
C6A 
29 
3 
32 
54 
0 
54 
J3 
0 
13 
16 
17 
116 
0.11 
0.03 
0.18 
0.0 
0.08 
0.0 
0.10 
0.03 
0.09 
C7A 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
2 
0 
0.0 
0.0 
0.0 
0.0 
0.01 
0.0 
0.0 
0.0 
0.00 
C8A 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
00 
0.0 
0.0 
0.0 
0.0 
0.0 
"7} 0.0 
0.0 
OoO 
BUSES 
117 
16 
143 
143 
" 158 
41 
0 
" 37 
0 
37 
379 
0.46 
@.14 
0.47 
0.09 
0.25 
00 
0.23 . 
0.0 
0.30 
OTHER 
W6 
4 
110 
207 
33 
240 
41 
44 
63 
66 
460 
0.39 
0.03 
0.68 
1.20 
).26 
0.05 
0.40 
0.08 
0.36 
TOTAL 
TRUCKS 
7.781 
618 
8.39<J 
~.468 
%9 
9.437 
3.8~4 
~14 
4.038 
3.771 
209 
3.980 
.?.5,854 
28.28 
5.32 
27.87 
5.89 
.?.3.22 
4.90 
23.89 
5.34 
20.44 
TOTAL 
VOLUMI:: 
27.511 
11.626 
39.137 
30.387 
16.442 
46.829 
16.466 
4.368 
20.834 
15.784 
3.914 
!9.698 
126,498 
TABLE 7. AVERAGE WEIGHTS, NOISE LEVELS, AND SPEEDS FOR EACH OF THE VEHICLE 
CLASSIFICATIONS 
NUM:BER OF WEIGHT WEIGHT NUMBER "OF NOISE NUMBER OF SPEED SPEED VEHICLE TYPE OBSERVATIONS (POUNDS) (KIWGRAMS) OBSERVATIONS LEVEL (dBa) OBSERVATIONS (MPH) (M/S) 
Autos and Pickups 
without Trailers 0 0 0 1347 75.8 27l7 69.3 31.0 
Autos and Pickups 
with Trailers 4 24,325 11,034 184 78.2 249 61.4 27.4 
SU2A4T 52 13,937 6,322 186 78.3 220 64.4 28.8 
SU2A6T 588 14,916 6,766 279 83.6 223 60.9 27.2 SU3A 97 24,186 10,971 45 86.4 36 60.8 27.2 SU4A 4 44,750 20,298 I 89.0 I 60.0 26.8 
C3A !53 29,780 13,508 77 87.3 64 61.8 27.6 
C4A 754 38,344 17,393 3,30 87.8 264 60.9 27.2 
C5A 3930 53,004 24,043 1655 89.2 1421 62.2 27.8 
C6A 29 59,152 26,831 12 87.4 10 61.7 27.6 
C7A 0 0 0 0 0.0 0 0.0 0.0 
CSA 2 85,!00 38,601 2 92.5 2 64.0 28.6 
Buses I 26,000 11,794 29 85.2 22 68.0 30.4 
Other 5 42,660 19,351 I 93.0 I 72.0 32.2 
TABLE 8. NOISE LEVELS FOR VEHICLE TYPES AT VARIOUS SPEED INTERVALS 
SPEED IN MPH (M/S) 
VEHICLE < 45 46 TO 50 51 TO 55 56 TO 60 6! TO 65 66 TO 70 71 TO 75 > 75 
TYPE (< 20.1) (20.6 TO 22.4) (22.8 TO 24.6) (25.0 TO 26.8) (27.3 TO 29.1) (29.5 TO 31.3) (31.7 TO 33.5) (> 33.5) 
AUTO 0.0 72.3 76.0 73.4 75.0 76.2 76.4 77.5 
AUTTRL 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 79.0 78.0 0.0 0.0 
SU2A4T 74.0 80.0 77.7 83.0 83.3 79.2 81.0 0.0 
SU2A6T 81.0 83.3 82.2 83.3 84.3 85.7 86.4 84.0 
SU3A 0.0 80.0 85.7 87.3 87.9 85.0 88.5 0.0 
SU4A 0.0 0.0 0.0 89.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 
OA DO 85.0 84.3 85.6 87.6 88.9 85.0 89.0 
C4A 85.0 85.6 86.5 87.6 88.0 89.3 87.9 0.0 
CSA 85.9 86.7 88.4 88.9 89.4 89.2 90.1 89.7 
C6A 0.0 82.0 85.0 86.0 87.5 89.5 0.0 0.0 
C7A 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 
C8A 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 93.0 92.0 0.0 0.0 
BUSES 0.0 0.0 0.0 84.0 0.0 84.0 89.0 0.0 
OTHER 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 93.0 0.0 wf 
Noise levels in d Ba 
-... 
TABLE 9. NOISE LEVELS FOR VEHICLE TYPES IN VARIOUS WEIGHT CATEGORIES 
WEIGHT IN THOUSAND POUNDS (Mg) 
VEHICLE < s S TO IS IS TO 40 40 TO 60 60 TO 80 > 80 
TYPE (< 2.27) (2.27 TO 6.80) (6.80 TO I8.I) (18.I TO 27.2) (27.2 TO 36.3) (> 36.3) 
AUTO 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 
AUTTRL 0.0 0.0 86.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 
SU2A4T 0.0 82.3 83.I 90.0 0.0 0.0 
SU2A6T 0.0 83.3 84.2 87.0 0.0 0.0 
SU3A 0.0 84.4 86.9 86.8 0.0 0.0 
SU4A 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 
C3A 0.0 0.0 86.9 86.0 0.0 0.0 
C4A 0.0 84.5 87.8 87.7 86.0 8S.O 
CSA 0.0 0.0 88.5 89.4 89.4 89.0 
C6A 0.0 0.0 8S.7 86.0 89.3 85.0 
C7A 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 
C8A 0.0 0.0 0.0 92.0 0.0 93.0 
BUSES 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 
OTHER 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 93.0 0.0 
Noise levels in dBa 
1968 and 1975 Survey of Traffic Characteristics 
Data were collected at one four-lane site on I 75 
in Grant County and one six-lane site on I 75 in Boone 
County in July 1968. Surveys were continuous for one 
week at each site. Data collected included vehicle 
classifications, volumes, and lane distributions. Details 
concerning this survey and analyses of data have been 
previously reported (14). 
Data were collected at two sites on the interstate 
system in June, July, and August of 1975. The sites 
were at or near weigh stations on I 75 in Scott County 
and I 65 in Hardin County. Both of these sites had been 
surveyed in the summer of 1973. Eight-hour surveys 
were conducted at each site on either Tuesday, 
Wednesday or Thursday. Data collected included vehicle 
speeds, vehicle classifications, volumes, and lane 
distributions. 
ANALYSES OF DATA 
The analyses of data were divided into two general 
categories -- analyses of 1973 data and comparison of 
1973 data with 1968 and 1975 data. 
Analysis of 1973 data proceeded as follows: 
I. development of plots involving percent traffic, 
percent trucks, hourly traffic volumes, 
weights, noise levels, and speeds; 
2. multiple regression analyses for graphical 
relationships in Step I; 
3. statistical summaries from regression analyses; 
and 
4. crossMclassification summaries of pertinent 
variables. 
Eleven variables were selected as relevant characteristics 
of multilane facilities. Some of the variables which were 
originally considered to be good predictors were omitted 
because the data were too difficult to collect or they 
were not practical predictors. The eleven variables from 
which plots and regression analyses were developed are 
as follows: (I) site location, (2) day of week, (3) 
direction of travel, (4) hour of day, (5) hourly traffic 
volume, (6) hourly truck volume, (7) percent traffic in 
shoulder lane, (8) average traffic speed, (9) average truck 
speed, (10) average truck weight, and (II) average truck 
noise. 
Lane Distributions: 1973 
Plots of lane distributions of all traffic (in percent) 
versus hourly traffic volume are presented in Figures 6 
through 9. Data from all four sites were combined and 
the plot of percent traffic versus hourly traffic volume 
is presented in Figure 10. Lane distributions of all trucks 
versus hourly traffic volume for each of the four sites 
and for all sites combined are shown in Figure 11 
through 15. The plots indicate that the lane distributions 
'of total traffic and total trucks are dependent upon the 
total hourly volume of traffic and the addition of any 
other variables did not significantly improve the 
prediction equation. Regression equations representing 
the line of best fit for percent traffic in the shoulder 
lane versus hourly traffic volume and percent trucks in 
the shoulder lane versus hourly traffic volume are 
presented in Table I 0. Squared correlation coefficients 
and standard errors for each of the equations are given 
in the table. The equations listed in Table 10 are useful 
as a means Of predicting lane distributions at sites where 
surveys were conducted for this study or at sites with 
similar characteristics. Predictions of lane distributions 
for sites included in the survey can best be determined 
by application of the equation for all sites combined. 
The accuracy of all the equations in Table I 0 is 
sufficlent to permit predictions at the 95-percent 
confidence level with variances ranging from ± 7.0 
percent for Rowan County to ± 11.6 percent for Scott 
County. These appear to be reasonable ranges of 
accuracy considering the many other variables which 
may influence lane distributions during various time 
periods. 
The statistical reliability associated with the 
prediction equations in Table 10 is measured in terms 
of standard error and squared correlation coefficient. 
The squared correlation coefficients for the Hardin and 
Rowan County equations of percent traffic versus 
hourly traffic volume are 0.85 and 0.58, respectively. 
The standard errors for Hardin and Rowan County 
equations are 4.38 and 3.50, respectively. Using the 
squared .correlation coefficient only, it would appear 
that the degree of association between the independent 
and dependent variables is considerably greater for the 
equation representing Hardin County as compared to the 
equation for Rowan County. In contrast, it appears the 
equation for Rowan County, based on standard errors, 
would produce more accurate predictions when testing 
at the 95-percent confidence level. A prediction using 
the Rowan County equation would be within a range 
of ± 7.0 percent (two standard errors) 95 percent of 
the time. Similarly, a prediction using the Hardin 
County equation would be within a range of ± 8.76 
percent (two standard errors) 95 percent of the time. 
Lane distribuutions of selected vehicle types are 
presented in APPENDIX D (Tables D.l - D.5). 
Percentages in the shoulder lane ranged from 57 - 76 
for autos and pickups without trailers to 92 - 96 for 
combination, five-axle trucks. 
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Figure 8. Lane Distribution of All Traffic - Shelby County (1973) 
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Figure 10. Lane Distribution of All Traffic - All Four Sites Combined (1973) 
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Lane Distn'bution of All Trucks - Hardin County (1973) 
8 .., 
• 
~ 
• •• • • • ~ 
"' r-• • • • "' -~., • l ~ i 
0 
l.iJ 
u 
~ ... ::E >. .s • • ~ ;:) ~ • w • ...1 ., • ~ 0 • ~~ •J ~~ I • > ~ 
• w • -ti a: z (.) ~ " w j • 0 • ~ "41 -' 1.1.. 5 z 1.1.. :;;] •• <( .;] ~J ~ • ~ 0 "" • w 0::: 0 • :I! 1- ~ " "'! ·~ " ~ ~ ~ • ., • 
'" • 0::: ';: ;:) 6 ., 
~ .;~ •) 0 ~ 
::1: ~ •J •J..;) • 8 ,, • • N •J.j-1 
" " • " ..,; -' • i " .,; ··~ ·J·: 0 ~-., ., 
• 
~ 
• • 
00 0 0 0 ~ 0 0 .., "' N 
s>t::>mu. .:10 lN3::>~3d 
23 
100 • '.&..:'.~~', <.11:.,'!,,/ ... U!'./...81 .• ! • .t_ /£ .'J.';L -·~ 
. ;_, C:J __ , . ~ 
·'-'··~/_,·-" 
A ·' ._._ 
·-· 
.:, 
en 80 
::.:::: SHOULDER LANE 
0 
:::::> 
a:: 
1- 60 
LL. 
0 
1-z 40 liJ 
0 
a:: 
liJ 
a.. 
20 MEDIAN LANE 
" 
"' ·-· :;_ .. 
0 
0 100 200 300 
HOURLY TRAFFIC VOLUME 
Figure 14. Lane Distribution of All Trucks - Rowan County (1973) 
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Figure 15. Lane Distribution of All Trucks -- All Fonr Sites Combined (1973) 
TABLE 10. REGRESSION EQUATIONS FOR LATERAL DISTRIBUTION OF TRAFFIC; 
1973 
SITE EQUATION 
STANDARD 
ERROR 
PERCENT TRAFFIC IN SHOULDER LANE VERSUS HOURLY TRAFFIC VOLUME 
Scott County y ~ 95.80 . 0.07x + 0.00003x2 0.74 5.79 
Hardin County y ~ 98.15 . 0.07x + 0.00003x2 0.85 4.38 
Shelby County y ~ 97.15 · 0.08x + 0.00005x2 0.70 5.31 
Rowan County y ~ 99.83 · O.llx + 0.0002x2 0.58 3.50 
All Sites y ~ 97.70 . 0.07x + 0.00003x2 0.84 4.95 
PERCENT TRUCKS IN SHOULDER LANE VERSUS HOURLY TRAFFIC VOLUME 
Scott County y ~ 97.6 . 0.005x . 0.0000lx2 0.51 3.87 
Hardin County y ~ 99.46 · 0.02x 0.66 3.12 
Shelby County y ~ 98.70 · 0.012x · 0.0000lx2 0.40 3.59 
Rowan County y ~ 100.46 · 0.037x + 0.0001x2 0.08 3.26 
All Sites y ~ 99.42 · 0.016x 0.58 3.47 
x ~ Hourly one·directional traffic volume 
y ~ Percent trucks in shoulder lane 
Lane Distributions: 1968 
Plots of lane distribution percentages of all traffic 
versus hourly traffic volume for the 1968 data are 
presented in Figures 16 and 17. Lane distributions of 
all trucks versus hourly traffic volume are presented in 
Figures 18 and 19. Tables 11 and 12 are summaries of 
volumes, classifications, and lane distribution data for 
each of the two sites. Lane distributions of various 
vehicle types are presented in APPENDIX D (Tables D.6 
and D.7). 
Lane Distributions: 1975 
Plots of lane distribution percentages of all traffic 
versus hourly traffic volume for the 1975 data are 
presented in Figures 20 and 21. Lane distribution of 
all trucks versus hourly traffic volume are presented in 
Figures 22 and 23. Tables 13 and 14 are summaries of 
volumes, classifications, and lane distribution data for 
each of the two sites. Lane distributions of various 
vehicle types are presented in APPENDIX D (Tables D.8 
and D.9). Table 15 is a summary of equations and 
associated statistical values for the 1968 and 1975 data. 
Average lane distribution percentages for 1968, 
1973, and 1975 are presented in Table 16. This table 
26 
is a summary of lane distribution percentages for the 
total survey period at each of the sites during each of 
the years. Lane distributions ranged from a 63.6 · 36.4 
split for all traffic (shoulder lane ·median lane) at the 
I 75, Grant County site in 1968 to a 89.9 · 10.1 split 
for all traffic (shqulder lane ·median lane) split at the 
I 64, Rowan County site in 1973. Data presented in 
Table 16 is highly dependent on volume and therefore 
the highest volume sites generally have higher 
percentages of traffic in the median lane with the 
opposite characteristic for lower volume sites. 
Table 17 is a summary of lane distribution 
regression analyses for I 75 in Grant and Scott Counties. 
These two sites were considered to be similar enough 
for comparison of 1968, 1973, and 1975 lane 
distribution data. Hourly traffic volumes between 200 
and 1 ,000 were compared in an attempt to show the 
variation in lane distribution percentages over a 7 year 
period. Lane distribution percentages for both total 
traffic and trucks were very similar in 1968 and 1973. 
However, the percentage of total traffic in the shoulder 
lane was generally higher in 197 5 as compared to 1968 
and 1973. The exception was percentage distributions 
100 
Figure 16. Lane Distribution of All Traffic - Fobr-Lane Site in Grant County (1968) 
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Figure 17. Lane Distribution of All Traffic - Six-Lane Site in Boone County (1968) 
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Figure 18. Lane Distribution of All Trucks- Four-Lane Site in Grant County (1968) 
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Figure 19. Lane Distribution of All Trucks - Six-Lane Site in Boone County (1968) 
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TABLE 11. VEHICLE CLASSIFICATION SUMMARY 
I 75, FOUR-LANE 
DIRECTION AUTOS/PICKUPS 
OF TRAVEL WITHOUT 
AND LANE TRAILERS SU2A4T SU2A6T 
NB'SL 
NB ML 
NB 
SB SL 
SB ML 
SB 
NB SL 
NB ML 
NB 
SB SL 
SB ML 
SB 
CLASSIFICATION BY NUMBER OF VEHICLES 
47,973 2,834 1,491 
27,724 503 60 
75,697 3,337 1,551 
44,144 2,783 1,505 
29,981 602 87 
74,125 3,385 
CLASSIFICATION BY PERCENTAGES 
32.03 4i.l6 
18.50 
50.53 
29.47 
20.00 
49.49 
7.48 
49.64 
41.40 
8.96 
50.36 
1,592 
47.44 
1.91 
49.35 
47.88 
2.77 
50.65 
SUJA 
164 
170 
185 
6 
191 
45.43 
1.66 
47.09 
51.25 
!.66 
52.91 
SU4A 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0.0 
0.0 
0.0 
0.0 
0.0 
0.0 
TABLE 12. VEHICLE CLASSIFICATION SUMMARY 
I 75, SIX LANE 
DJRECT!Ot'-< 
OF TRAVEL 
AND LANE 
NB SL 
NB CL 
NB ML 
NB 
SB SL 
SB CL 
SB ML 
SB 
NB SL 
NB CL 
NB ML 
NB 
SB SL 
SB CL 
SB ML 
SB 
AUTOS/P!CKL'PS 
WITHOUT 
TRAILERS SU2A4T SU2A6T 
CLASSIFICATION BY NUMBER OF VEHICLES 
23,380 2,530 1,722 
49,842 2,207 506 
22,918 459 21 
96,140 5.196 2,249 
24,903 2,754 1,775 
47,832 2,002 382 
22,795 460 21 
95,530 5,216 2,178 
CLASSIFICATION BY PERCENTAGES 
12.20 24.30 
26.00 
11.96 
50.16 
12.99 
24.96 
11.89 
49.84 
21.20 
4.41 
49.90 
26.45 
19.23 
4.42 
50.10 
38.90 
11.43 
0.47 
50.80 
40.09 
8.63 
0.47 
49.20 
SU3A 
179 
38 
5 
222 
210 
31 
0 
241 
38.66 
8.21 
1.08 
47.95 
45.36 
6.70 
0.0 
52.05 
SU4A 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0.0 
0.0 
0.0 
0.0 
0.0 
0.0 
0.0 
0.0 
C3A 
595 
23 
618 
581 
25 
606 
4 8.61 
1.88 
5 0.49 
4 7.47 
2.04 
49.51 
C3A 
610 
114 
9 
733 
742 
B8 
5 
835 
38.90 
7.27 
0.57 
46.75 
47.32 
5.61 
0.32 
53.25 
C4A 
1,359 
69 
1,428 
1,342 
78 
1,420 
47.72 
2.42 
50.14 
47.12 
2.74 
49.86 
C4A 
1,709 
348 
14 
2,071 
1,775 
258 
s 
2,038 
41.59 
8.47 
0.34 
50.40 
43.20 
6.28 
0.12 
49.60 
C5A 
3,577 
179 
3,756 
3,541 
223 
3,764 
47.57 
2.38 
49.95 
47.09 
2.97 
50.05 
C5A 
4,114 
1,028 
23 
5,165 
4,518 
684 
20 
5,222 
39.61 
9.90 
0.22 
49.73 
43.50 
6.59 
0.19 
50.27 
C6A 
23 
26 
22 
0 
22 
47.92 
6.25 
54.17 
45.83 
0.0 
45.83 
C6A 
21 
26 
26 
0 
0 
26 
40.38 
9.61 
0.0 
50.00 
50.00 
0.0 
0.0 
50.00 
C7A 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0.0 
0.0 
0.0 
0.0 
0.0 
0.0 
C7A 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0.0 
0.0 
0.0 
0.0 
0.0 
0.0 
0.0 
0.0 
CBA 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0.0 
0.0 
0.0 
0.0 
0.0 
0.0 
C8A 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0.0 
0.0 
0.0 
0.0 
0.0 
0.0 
0.0 
0.0 
BUSES 
297 
40 
337 
239 
78 
317 
45.41 
6.12 
51.53 
36.54 
11.93 
48.47 
BUSES 
186 
321 
54 
56! 
203 
278 
54 
535 
16.97 
29.29 
4.93 
5i.19 
18.52 
25.36 
4.93 
48.81 
OTHER 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
8.0 
0.0 
0.0 
0.0 
0.0 
0.0 
OTHER 
0.0 
0.0 
0.0 
0.0 
0.0 
0.0 
0.0 
0.0 
TOTAL 
TRUCKS 
10,043 
843 
10,886 
9,959 
1,021 
10,980 
45.93 
3.86 
49.79 
45.55 
4.67 
50.21 
TOTAL 
TRUCKS 
10,885 
4,246 
53! 
15,131 
11,800 
3,445 
511 
15,756 
35.24 
13.75 
1.72 
48.99 
38.20 
11.15 
1.65 
51.01 
TOTAL 
VOLUME 
58,313 
28,607 
86,920 
54,342 
3J,CBO 
85,422 
33.84 
16.60 
50.43 
31.53 
18.Q3 
49.57 
TOTAL 
VOLUME 
34,451 
54,409 
23,503 
112,363 
36.906 
51,555 
23,360 
ll1,821 
15.37 
24.27 
10.48 
50.12 
16.46 
23.00 
10.42 
49.88 
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Figure 21. Lane Distn1mtion of All Traffic - Scott County (1975) 
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Figure 23. Lane Distribution of All Trucks - Scott County (1975) 
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TABLE 13 . VEIDCLE CLASSIFICATION SUMMARY 
HARDIN COUNTY I 65 
JUNE, JULY, AUGUST 1975 
DIRECTION AUTOS/PICKUPS 
OF TRAVEL WITHOUT WITH 
AND LANE TRAILERS SU2A4T SU2A6T 
NB SL 
NB ML 
NB 
SB SL 
SB ML 
SB 
NB SL 
NB ML 
NB 
SB SL 
SB ML 
58 
CLASSIFICATION BY NUMBER OF VEHICLES 
5,504 331 294 231 
1,939 78 67 26 
7,443 409 361 257 
6,273 496 422 333 
I ;898 93 77 42 
8,171 589 499 375 
CLASSIFICATION BY PERCENTAGES 
35.25 33.17 34.19 36.55 
12.42 7.82 7.79 4.ll 
47.67 40.98 41.98 40.66 
40.18 49.70 49.07 52.69 
12.16 9.32 8.95 6.65 
52.33 59.02 58.02 59.34 
SUJA 
16 
22 
23 
I 
24 
34.78 
]J.Q4 
47.83 
50.00 
2.17 
52.17 
SU4A 
55.55 
22.22 
77.77 
22.23 
0.0 
22.23 
TABLE 14. VEHICLE CLASSIFICATION SUMMARY 
SCOTI COUNTY I 75 
JUNE, JULY, AUGUST 1975 
DIRI:CTIOt-; AllTOS!PIC'KUPS 
OF TRAVFL WITHOUT Willi 
AND LANI TRAIU.RS SU~A4T SU~A6T 
NB SL 
NB ML 
NB 
SB SL 
SB Ml 
5B 
NB SL 
NB ML 
NB 
SB Sl 
SB Ml 
SB 
CLASSIFICATION BY NUMBER OF VEHICLES 
7,432 450 444 302 
3,::!51 103 93 35 
f6.683 553 537 337 
5,815 449 560 339 
2.079 n 117 IS 
7.894 521 677 357 
CLASSIFICATION BY PERCENTAGES 
40.00 41.90 3ti.57 
17.50 9.60 7.66 
57.50 51.50 44.23 
3\.30 41.80 46.13 
11.20 
42.50 
6.70 
48.50 
9.64 
55.77 
43.51 
5.04 
48.55 
48.84 
2.60 
51.45 
SU3A 
16 
0 
" 27 
0 
27 
37.20 
0.0 
37.::!0 
62.80 
0.0 
62.80 
SU4A 
6 
0 
6 
0 
0 
100.00 
0.0 
100.00 
0.0 
0.0 
00 
C3A 
50 
6 
56 
52 
59 
43.48 
5.28 
48.70 
45.22 
6.09 
51.30 
C3A 
28 
4 
32 
49 
55 
32.18 
4.60 
36.78 
56.32 
6.90 
63.::!2 
C4A 
131 
13 
144 
181 
20 
201 
37.97 
3.77 
41.74 
52.46 
5.80 
58.26 
C4A 
!53 
160 
160 
18 
178 
45.27 
2D1 
47.33 
47.33 
5.34 
52.67 
C5A 
1,141 
130 
1,271 
1,405 
61 
1,466 
41.69 
4.75 
46.44 
51.33 
2.23 
53.56 
CSA 
1.202 
175 
1,377 
963 
181 
1,144 
47.68 
6.94 
54.61 
38.20 
7.18 
45.38 
C6A 
4 
0 
4 
32 
33 
10.81 
0.0 
10.81 
86.49 
2.70 
89.19 
C6A 
" 4
" 19
0 
19 
46.51 
9.30 
55.81 
44.19 
00 
44.19 
C7A 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0.0 
0.0 
0.0 
0.0 
0.0 
0.0 
C7A 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
00 
0.0 
0.0 
0.0 
0.0 
0.0 
CSA 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0.0 
0.0 
0.0 
0.0 
0.0 
0.0 
CSA 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0.0 
0.0 
0.0 
0.0 
0.0 
0.0 
BUSES 
19 
6 
25 
62 
15 
77 
18.63 
5.88 
24.51 
60.78 
14.71 
75.49 
BUSES 
" 
27 
28 
8 
36 
38.09 
4.76 
42.85 
44.45 
12.70 
57.15 
OTHER 
37 
2 
39 
90 
16 
106 
25.52 
1.38 
26.90 
62.07 
11.03 
73.10 
OTHER 
54 
62 
60 
25 
85 
36.74 
5.44 
42.18 
40.82 
17.00 
57.82 
TOTAL 
TRUCKS 
1,872 
250 
2,122 
2,450 
209 
2,659 
39.15 
5.23 
44.38 
51.24 
4.37 
55.62 
TOTAL 
TRUCKS 
1.727 
225 
1.952 
1,557 
223 
1,780 
46.28 
6.02 
52.30 
41.72 
5.98 
47.70 
TOTAL 
VOLUME 
7,763 
2,275 
10,038 
9,371 
2,231 
11,602 
35.87 
10.51 
46.39 
43.30 
10.31 
53.61 
TOTAL 
VOLUME 
10,131 
8,683 
]3,814 
8,469 
2,524 
10,993 
40.84 
14.85 
55.69 
34.14 
10.17 
44.31 
TABLE 15. REGRESSION EQUATIONS FOR LATERAL DISTRIBUTION OF TRAFFIC; 
1968 and 1975 
STANDARD 
YEAR SITE EQUATION R2 ERROR 
PERCENT TRAFFIC IN SHOULDER LANE (FOUR-LANE SITES) 
1968 Grant County y = 96.96 · 0.06x + 0.00002x2 
1975 Hardin County y = 95.49 · 0.05x + 0.00002x2 
1975 Scott County y = 81.18 - 0.004x - 0.00002x2 
0.87 4.50 
0.46 4.04 
0.55 3.72 
PERCENT TRUCKS IN SHOULDER LANE (FOUR-LANE SITES) 
1968 Grant County y = 97.71 - 0.008x 
1975 Hardin County y = 101.72 - 0.04x + 0.0003x2 
1975 Scott County y = 98.67 - 0.05x + 0.00004x2 
0.48 4.15 
0.31 3.48 
0.06 4.41 
PERCENT TRAFFIC (SIX-LANE SITES) 
1968 Boone County (SL) y = 46.81 - 0.03x + 0.00001x2 0.50 5.06 
1968 Boone County (CL) y = 48.14 - 0.003x 0.12 4.26 
1968 Boone County (ML) y = 5.05 + 0.02x 0.81 2.96 
PERCENT TRUCKS (SIX-LANE SITES) 
1968 Boone County (SL) y = 85.43 - 0.02x 0.40 7.37 
1968 Boone County (CL) y = 14.33 + 0.02x 0.28 6.92 
1968 Boone County (ML) y = 0.24 + 0.003x 0.38 2.30 
x = Hourly one-directional traffic volume 
y = Percent total traffic or percent trucks as noted 
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TABLE 16. 
COUNTY 
I 75, Grant 
I 75, Grant 
I 75, Boone 
I 75, Boone 
I 75, Scott 
I 75, Scott 
I 65, Hardin 
I 65, Hardin 
I 64, Shelby 
I 64, Shelby 
I 64, Rowan 
I 64, Rowan 
I 65, Hardin 
I 65, Hardin 
I 75, Scott 
I 75, Scott 
AVERAGE LANE DISTRIBUTIONS: 1968-1975 
(TOTAL TRAFFIC AND TRUCKS FOR DAILY SURVEY 
PERIOD AT EACH SITE) 
TOTAL 
VOLUME PERCENT OF ALL TRAFFIC 
IN SURVEY 
YEAR DIRECTION PERIOD SHOULDER LANE CENTER LANE 
1968 NB 86,920 67.0 
1968 SB 85,422 63.6 
1968 NB 112,363 30.7 48.4 
1968 SB lll,821 33.0 46.1 
1973 NB 16,862 73.5 
1973 SB 20,848 66.0 
1973 NB 22,275 67.8 
1973 SB 25,981 64.0 
1973 NB 15,298 75.1 
1973 SB 13,796 77.0 
1973 NB 5,536 89.9 
1973 SB 5,902 87.4 
1975 NB 10,038 77.3 
1975 SB 11,602 80.8 
1975 NB 13,814 73.3 
1975 SB 10,993 77.0 
PERCENT OF TRUCKS 
MEDIAN LANE SHOULDER LANE CENTER LANE MEDIAN LANE 
33.0 92.3 7.7 
36.4 90.7 9.3 
20.9 69.5 27.1 3.4 
20.9 74.9 21.9 3.2 
26.5 93.7 6.3 
34.0 90.5 9.5 
32.2 91.9 8.1 
36.0 89.2 10.8 
24.9 93.5 6.5 
23.0 93.6 6.4 
10.1 97.9 2.1 
12.6 97.4 2.6 
22.7 88.2 11.8 
19.2 92.1 7.9 
26.7 88.5 11.5 
23.0 87.5 12.5 
TABLE 17. LANE DISTRIBUTIONS ON I 75 FOR SELECTED ONE-DIRECTIONAL 
HOURLY VOLUMES: 1968-1975 
TOTAL PERCENT OF ALL TRAFFIC PERCENT OF TRUCKS 
ONE-DIRECTIONAL 
COUNTY YEAR HOURLY VOLUME SHOULDER LANE MEDIAN LANE SHOULDER LANE MEDIAN LANE 
Grant 1968 200 85.8 
Scott 1973 200 83.0 
Scott 1975 200 80.3 
Grant 1968 400 76.2 
Scott 1973 400 72.6 
Scott 1975 400 77.8 
Grant 1968 600 68.2 
Scott 1973 600 64.6 
Scott 1975 600 73.7 
Grant 1968 800 61.8 
Scott 1973 800 59.0 
Scott 1975 800 68.1 
Grant 1968 1,000 57.0 
Scott 1973 1,000 55.8 
Scott 1975 1,000 60.8 
at a total hourly volume of 200. Data were not available 
at this low volume in 1975 and distributions had to 
be extrapolated from the best-fit equations. Only 8-hour 
surveys were conducted in. 1975 and therefore the low 
volumes recorded during early morning hours of the 
24-hour surveys of 1968 and 1973 were not available. 
The slightly higher percentages in the shoulder lane 
for hourly volumes between 400 and 1,000 in 1975 were 
attributed to the reduction in speed limit from 70 mph 
(31.3 m/s) to 55 mph (24.6 m/s). An important aspect 
of the speed reduction is the uniformity of speed. An 
index to uniformity is the 10-mph (4.5-m/s) pace which 
indicates the 10-mph (4.5- m/s) speed range in which 
the greatest percentage of vehicles operate. Data in Table 
18 shows that the percentage of vehicles in the pace 
increased as traffic speed decreased. The increased 
percentage indicates the average variance in speeds 
between vehicles has decreased. Decreased variance most 
likely resulted in fewer vehicles moving into the median 
lane for the purpose of passing. 
An opposite trend was noted for trucks where the 
percentage in the shoulder lane was generally less in 
1975 as compared to 1968 and 1973. The exception 
in this case was the distribution at an hourly volume 
of 1 ,000. Data were not available at this volume, and 
the data had to be extrapolated from the curve. Some 
of this difference could also be a result of speed 
variance. The reduction in truck speeds was not as great 
as the reduction in automobile speeds and therefore 
more trucks were passing automobiles and using the 
median lane in 1975 as compared to 1968 and 1973. 
14.2 96.0 4.0 
17.0 96.2 3,8 
19.7 9Ll 8.9 
23.8 95.5 4.5 
27.4 94.0 6.0 
22.2 86.7 13.3 
31.8 94.7 5.3 
35.4 91.0 9.0 
26.3 85.5 14.5 
38.2 93.6 6.4 
41.0 87.2 12.8 
31.9 87.5 12.5 
43.0 92.1 7.9 
44.2 82.6 17.4 
38.2 92.7 7.3 
Truck Noise Levels, Speeds, and Weights: 1973 
As noted previously, noise levels, average speeds, 
and number of observations by vehicle type are 
summarized in Table 7. Sufficiently large data samples 
were available for most of the vehicle-type categories 
to permit evaluations and plots of the observed variables. 
Plots were made of the following three sets of variables: 
truck weight versus noise level; truck speed versu~ noise 
level; and truck weight versus truck speed. The resultant 
relationships were not highly correlated. 
Truck types were then divided into light trucks and 
heavy trucks. Light trucks included single-unit, two axle, 
four-tire (SU2A4T) vehicles and single-unit, two-axle, 
six-tire (SU2A6T) vehicles. All other truck types were 
classified as heavy. Data from all four sites were 
combined and plots of the three sets of variables for 
both light and heavy trucks are presented in APPENDIX 
E. As shown in the plots, there appears to be a 
relationship between truck weight and noise levels. Plots 
of the three sets of variables for combination, five-axle 
trucks (C5A) are also presented in APPENDIX E. It was 
shown that C5A's have wide ranges of noise levels for 
comparatively narrow ranges of speeds and weights. A 
plot of weight versus speed for C5A's (APPENDIX E) 
indicates that weight did not significantly affect driving 
speeds at the observation sites. Similar relationships were 
found for the categories of light and heavy trucks. 
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TABLE 18. 
MONTH 
Jun 1973 
Nov 1973 
Feb 1974 
Mar 1974 
May 1974 
Jul 1974 
Sep 1974 
Nov 1974 
Dec 1974 
Jan 1975 
Feb 1975 
Mar !975 
Apr 1975 
May 1975 
Jul 1975 
Sep 1975 
Nov 1975 
Dec 1975 
10-MPH (4.5-M/S) PACE FOR INTERSTATE IDGHWAYS 
(COMBINED HARDIN AND SCOTT COUNTY LOCATIONS) 
AUTOMOBILES 
RANGE 
(percent) (mph) (m/s) 
50 64 - 73 28.6 - 32.6 
64 61 - 70 27.3 - 31.3 
64 57 - 66 25.5 - 29.5 
79 51 - 60 22.8 - 26.8 
74 55 - 64 24.6 - 28.6 
82 53 - 62 23.7 - 27.7 
75 53 - 62 23.7 - 27.7 
72 51 - 60 22.8 - 26.8 
73 51 - 60 22.8 - 26.8 
83 51 - 60 22.8 - 26.8 
73 49 - 58 21.9 - 25.9 
71 53 - 62 23.7 - 27.7 
69 55 - 64 24.6 - 28.6 
79 55 - 64 24.6 - 28.6 
79 55 - 64 24.6 - 28.6 
71 55 - 64 24.6 - 28.6 
76 55 - 64 24.6 - 28.6 
74 55 - 64 24.6 - 28.6 
TRUCKS 
RANGE 
(percent) (mph) (m/s) 
68 59 - 68 26.4 - 30.4 
70 57 - 66 25.5 . 29.5 
66 55 - 64 24.6 - 28.6 
76 49 - 58 21.9 - 25.9 
79 53 - 62 23.7 - 27.7 
79 53 - 62 23.7 - 27.7 
74 49 - 58 21.9 - 25.9 
82 51 - 60 22.8 - 26.8 
79 51 - 60 22.8 - 26.8 
95 49 - 58 21.9 - 25.9 
84 47 - 56 21.0 - 25.0 
75 49 - 58 21.9 - 25.9 
72 51 - 60 22.8 - 26.8 
76 55 - 64 24.6 - 28.6 
75 57 - 66 25.5 - 29.5 
63 55 - 64 24.6 - 28.6 
74 55 - 64 24.6 - 28.6 
78 55 - 64 24.6 - 28.6 
Average Speed Trends: 1973-1975 
For the period between June 1973 and December 
1975, average speeds on I 75 in Scott County and I 
65 in Hardin County are combined and presented in 
Table 19, Data collected during the summer of 1973 
was just prior to the Arab oil embargo and subsequent 
11 energy crisis. 11 In June 1973, the average car speed was 
68.4 mph (30.6 m/s) and the average truck speed was 
62.6 mph (28.0 m/s). In March 1974, after the speed 
limit was changed to 55 mph (24.6 m/s), average speeds 
of cars decreased by 12.5 mph (5.6 m/s) and average 
speeds of trucks decreased by 8.8 mph (4.0 m/s). A 
comparison of December 1975 speeds with March 1974 
speeds shows that average car speed has increased by 
4.2 mph (1.9 m/s) and average truck speed has increased 
by 6.8 mph (3.1 m/s). 
APPLICATION OF RESULTS 
Data collected at the four interstate sites in 1973 
can be used for establishing lane distribution and vehicle 
classification percentages on four-lane facilities in 
Kentucky. Since primary emphasis was placed on 1973 
survey data, it was felt that a procedure for application 
of results should be based on the 1973 period. Data 
from the other two periods did not vary significantly 
from the 1973 data. It appears that most of the data 
extracted from the 1973 lane distribution curves fall 
within a range of plus or minus two standard errors of 
the 1968 and 1975 curves. Differences between 1975 
data and previous survey periods may warrant additional 
analyses at a future date when sufficent data becomes 
available. 
The first step in converting AADT to Jane 
distribution and vehicle classification percentages is the 
determination of a directional split on four-lane 
roadways. It has been general practice to assume a 50-50 
directional split on rural, four-lane highways. Exceptions 
may occur within urban areas where alternate routes are 
available for traveling to and from certain origins and 
destinations. With a 50-50 directional split, one half of 
the AADT can be entered into Figure 24 to determine 
what percentage of the 24-hour, one-directional volume 
can be expected to travel in the shoulder lane. There 
were 16, one-directional volumes from the eight survey 
periods. The 24-hour, one-directional volumes ranged 
from 2,255 on I 64 in Rowan County to 17,156 on 
I 65 in Hardin County. It was apparent that these eight, 
24-hour survey periods did not represent all of the 
fluctuations occurring over the yearly period from which 
the AADT was established. However, based on data from 
this study, it appears that the total volume of traffic 
is the only variable which significantly influences the 
percent traffic to be expected in the shoulder lane on 
four-lane,. rural highways. Therefore, a 24-hour volume 
during one of the eight survey periods in this study may 
be equated to an AADT on similar four-lane facilities 
for the purpose of establishing Jane distributions. 
Somewhat less confidence may be expressed in the use 
of vehicle classification percentages from the eight, 
24-hour periods because of seasonal driving habits. It 
was suspected that truck types used in EAL 
computations for pavement design have less seasonal 
fluctuation than other vehicle types which are 
commonly used by families and vacationers. For this 
reason short-term counts were considered reliable for use 
in predicting volumes of various truck types. Figure 25 
is a plot of percent of total traffic versus 24-hour, 
one-directional volume for eight of the vehicle types 
included in the survey. The eight lines of best-fit can 
be used as the second step in determining the lateral 
distribution of traffic by vehicle type. Some vehicle 
types included in the survey were omitted because of 
insufficient data. Again, it was necessary to assume that 
one-half of the AADT can be equated to the 24-hour, 
one-directional volumes counted in this study. By 
entering one-half of the AADT into Figures 24 and 25, 
one may determine the percentage of traffic in the 
shoulder lane and the percent of total traffic at various 
levels of AADT for each of the vehicle types. 
To further refine the available data, it was 
necessary to show the hourly distribution of traffic for 
each of the sites during each survey period. APPENDIX 
F contains plots of total hourly volume versus hour of 
the day for the Tuesday-Wednesday and Friday-Saturday 
periods. These figures in APPENDIX F can be used to 
convert from a volume count of a few hours to a 
24-hour period. Plots of total hourly volume versus hour 
of day for various vehicle types are also presented in 
APPENDIX F. Short-term counts of less than 24 hours 
can be projected to 24 hours with input from these 
plots. 
Interrelationships among various truck noise levels, 
speeds, and weights may also be discerened from data 
presented in this report. In some situations, it may be 
helpful to know how truck noise levels, speeds, or 
weights affect one of the other variables and this may 
be determined from graphical relationships presented in 
APPENDIX E. 
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Figure 24. Percent Traffic in Shoulder Lane versus 24-Hour, One-Directional Volume 
(All Traffic at All Sites - 1973) 
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SUMMARY AND CONCLUSIONS 
Primary emphasis was placed on the summary and 
analysis of data collected during the traffic 
characteristics survey of 1973. Comparative analyses of 
1968 and 1975 survey data with 1973 data was included 
for the purpose of investigating unusual trends over the 
various time periods. 
It appears that some differences did occur among 
the three survey periods. The 1968 and 1973 surveys 
produced similar data; however, some changes were 
noted between 1973 and 1975. Much of this change 
was attributed to the 11 energy crisis 11 and the associated 
reduction in speed limit. Data relating lane distribtuions 
and vehicle classifications for the three time periods are 
presented. Speed trends from 1973 through 1975 are 
also summarized. More detailed characteristics, including 
volumes noise emitted by vehicle type and weight, and 
time distributions of flow are presented from the 1973 
survey data. 
The following are summaries of the major findings 
and conclusions: 
I. Comparisons were made of data collected in 
1968, 1973, and 1975. One, four-lane site and one, 
six-lane site was included in the 1968 survey. In 1973, 
there were four, four-lane sites; the survey included two, 
four-lane sites in 1975. 
2. The addition of any variable to the regression 
analysis, other than hourly traffic volume, did not 
contribute significantly to the accuracy of predicting 
lane distribution. 
3. Lane distribution percentages for all traffic 
ranged from a 64- 36 (shoulder lane-median lane) split 
on I 75 at the Grant County site in 1968 to a 90 -
10 split at the I 64 Rowan County site in 1973. 
4. Graphical relationships were developed from the 
1973 data which permit conversion from AADT's on 
rural, four-lane highways to lane distribution percentages 
and corresponding percentages of various vehicle types. 
The relationships can be used to simulate lane 
distribution and vehicle classification data when only the 
AADT of a four-lane highway is known. 
5. Average noise levels in 1973 ranged from 75.8 
decibels for autos and pickups without trailers to 89.2 
decibels for combination, five-axle trucks. Noise levels 
of trucks were influenced by corresponding weights and 
speeds. Combination, five-axle trucks exhibited wide 
ranges of noise levels for comparatively narrow ranges 
of speeds and weights. 
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6. In June 1973, the average car speed was 68.4 
mph (30.6 m/s) and the average truck speed was 62.6 
mph (28.0 m/s). In March 1974, after the speed limit 
was changed to 55 mph (24.6 m/s), average speeds 
decreased by 12.5 mph (5.6 m/s) for cars and 8.8 mph 
(4.0 m/s) for trucks. A comparison of December 1975 
speeds with March 1974 speeds shows that the average 
car speed has increased by 4.2 mph (1.9 m/s) and the 
average truck speed has increased by 6.8 mph (3.1 m/s). 
7. Lane distributions for vehicle types in 1973 
ranged from a 57 - 43 (shoulder lane - median lane) 
split for autos and pickups without trailers to a 96 -
4 split for combination, five-axle trucks. Approximately 
75 percent of the vehicles surveyed were autos and 
pickups without trailers. Combination, five-axle trucks 
made up II percent of the total vehicles. 
8. The hourly distribution of traffic did not vary 
significantly among the sites in 1973. 
9. When only a lane distribution percentage of total 
traffic or truck traffic is desired for a four-lane site, 
the equations presented in Table I 0 will provide the 
best estimate available. Equations in Table 15 should 
be used for predictions of lane distributions at six-lane 
sites. 
10. The equations listed in Tables 10 and 15 are 
useful as a means of predicting lane distributions at sites 
where surveys were conducted for this study or at sites 
with similar characteristics. Other predictions of lane 
distributions at four-lane sites can be made by 
application of the equation for all sites combined as 
presented in Table I 0. Predictions of lane distributions 
for six-lane sites can be made by applying the equations 
in Table 15 for the six-lane site on I 75 in Boone 
County. 
I. 
2. 
3. 
4. 
5. 
6. 
7. 
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APPENDIX A 
DATA COLLECTION FORMS AND PHOTOGRAPHS 
OF VEHICLE TYPES (1973) 
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16 
14 
12 
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16 
14 
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OPERATOR ____________ _ 
Figure A-2. Speed Data Sheet 
OBSERVER 
DATE 
TRUCK WEIGHTS LOCATION 
DIRECTION -------
WEATHER TIME INTERVAL 
TRUCK NOISE TRUCK AXLE WE I GHTS (THOUSAND POUNDS) AND 
NUMBER SPEED TYPE FIRST SECOND THIRD FOURTH FIFTH SIXTH TOTAL NUMBER 
Figure A-3. Truck Weight Data Sheet 
47 
AUTOS AND PICKUPS 
~ ~ WITHOUT TRAILERS 
AUTOS AND PICKUPS 
~ ~ WITH TRAILERS 
SINGLE UNIT, TWO-AXLE, 
~ ~ FOUR-TIRE VEHICLES 
SINGLE UN IT , TWO- AXLE, 
~ ~ SIX-TIRE VEHICLES 
SINGLE UNIT, 
~ THREE-AXLE TRUCK 
SINGLE UNIT, 
~ FOUR- AXLE TRUCK 
COMBINATION, 
~ ~ THREE-AXLE TRUCK 
COMBINATION, 
~ ~ d FOUR-AXLE TRUCK 
COMBINATION, 
~ FIVE-AXLE TRUCK 
COMBINATION, 
~~ ad SIX-AXLE TRUCK 
COMBINATION, 
~ S(VEN-AXLE TRUCK 
COMBINATION, 
~ EIGHT-AXLE TRUCK 
BUSES c::==:J ~ 
Figure A-4. Vehicle Classification Guide 
48 
Figure A-5. Automobile 
Figure A-6. Automobile with Trailer 
49 
Figure A-7. Single-Unit, Two-Axle, Four-Tire Truck (SU2A4T) 
Figure A-8. Single-Unit, Two-Axle, Six-Tire Truck (SU2A6T) 
so 
Figure A-9. Single-Unit, Three-Axle Truck (SU3A) 
Figure A-10. Single-Unit, Four-Axle Truck (SU4A) 
5 I 
Figure A-12. 
52 
Figure A-11. 
Combination, Four-Axle Truck (C4A) 
Combination, Three-Axle Truck (C3A) 
Figure A-13. Combination, Five-Axle Truck (CSA) 
Figure A-14. Bus 
53 
APPENDIX B 
FORMAT FOR DATA ON COMPUTER TAPE (1973) 
54 
IDENTIFICATION DATA 
(FOR TRUCK WEIGHT CARD AND CLASSIFICATION CARD) 
CARD 
COLUMN 
2-3 
4-5 
6-7 
8-9 
10 
11 
12-13 
14 
15 
16 
ITEM 
Card Identifier 
Truck Weight Card 
Classification Card 
Station Number 
Hardin County 
Shelby County 
Scott County 
Rowan County 
Year -- Last two digits 
Month 
January 
February 
December 
Day of Month 
Day of Week 
Sunday 
~onday 
. 
Saturday 
Holiday 
Yes 
No 
Hour of Count 
Midnight to I a.m. 
I a.m. to 2 a.m. . . . 
II p.m. to midnight 
Cardinal Direction 
N-S 
E-W 
Flow Direction 
Increasing milepost (N or E) 
Decreasi)lg milepost (S or W) 
Lane 
Shoulder 
Median 
CODE 
2 
54 
55 
56 
58 
2 
12 
I 
2 
7 
I 
0 
I 
2 
24 
I 
2 
I 
2 
2 
55 
56 
TRUCl( WEIGHT DATA 
CARD 
COLUMN 
17-18 
19-42 (8 @ 3) 
43-46 
47-49 
50-52 
ITEM 
Vehicle Type 
Axle Weights 
Tot&! Weight 
Noise 
Speed 
•see Classification Data 
CLASSifl~TION I)ATA 
CARD 
COLUMN ITEM 
19-20 Autos without trailer 
21-23 Autos with trailer 
:;14-26 SU2A4T 
27-29 SU2A6T 
30-32 SD3A 
33-35 SD4A 
36-38 C-3A 
39-41 C-4A 
42-44 C-SA 
45-47 C-6A 
48-50 C-7A 
51-53 C-8A 
54-56 ijuses 
57-59 Other 
60-64 Total Vehicles 
65-67 Average Speed 
CODE 
a 
COD)l 
01 
30 
12 
13 
14 
IS 
23 
24 
25 
2(/ 
27 
28 
40 
50 
APPENDIX C 
SUMMARIES OF VOLUMES, CALSSIFICATIONS, AND 
LANE DISTRIBUTION DATA (1973) 
57 
"' 00 
Mil< TH '-1.0\!NI) SL 
"-IORTH KllHNn Ml 
!\lOR TH !-'.01 !~10 
S!ll!TH ROU!'LO SL 
SOI!TH 40111\ln Ml 
S["JIITH HOIJ!\!n 
r<.JflRTH 1-'>0111\11) Sl 
i\'01-'..TH t'\01)\lfl Ml 
NOK TH P,niJI\In 
SOIITH Krlll\111 C.L 
<;()liTH ROlli'") !'il 
SOIIT!-< RrJt),\ifl 
,,,IWTH 1-'>0IJI\If) SL 
1\'llR TH ~Dtl!\'11 !~L 
C,illiTH KfliJ:,,n SL 
SOUTH HOII\ifl ML 
t\llTIIS 
PICK-H-!J$ 
WITH{llH 1-j ITH 
TRII.lLFRS 
33H5 l?R 
14-'3 7 13 
-4R4?_ 1-71 
10~6 
1441 
4497 
ll.IITflS 
PIC.KIIPS 
142 
13 
155 
51121\.4 T SU2AOT 
]9H 234 
21 2 
21'1 2~6 
46 
0 
55 
1R? 
" 191 
WlTHrJllT WITH SU2A4T SU2AOT 
TRAILFRS 
30 .. 2? 4R.,47 
l? .. AO 3 .. 99 
'1l.,R'5 52 .. 45 
"32.72 43.?11 
15,.43 3.SlY 
4R.l5 47."i':i 
tdJTllS 
P f(l(llfl$ 
7?..2h 
7.6A 
7Y.93 
16.74 
3.2R 
?O .en 
54.1-lO 
D. t. 7 
5<:i.?7 
">3. 31 
L4l 
44. n 
'•iiTt-+fl!IT !-.liTH SIJ?A4T SlJ2Af:>T 
Tk/11LFRS 
69.91 9?.40 90.41 99.1? 
"30,.0Y 7.00 Y.?Y D.R5 
h7.Y6 Yl.hl R1.64 96,.Kh 
~2.04 ~.~9 lh.3A 3.14 
VFH1-CLF CL-AS5IFICllT-JnN 511-M~liRY 
scnrr c-mu\ITv 
S1J~A 
2R 
2 
30 
33 
1 
34 
S\13ll_ 
4~.7") 
1.11 
4h.RR 
") 1 • '3 h 
l. '3h 
":.3.13 
Sll~/l. 
INTF-RSTAT-f 7'"i 
-MAY 22-?3,197"3 
S-TAT [nf\t 56 
S1J4A 
n 
1 
7 
0 
7 
CJ> 
R7 
4 
91 
50 
2 
5R 
[411 
204 
5 
209 
2-03 
5 
20R 
CLASSIFICAl[0N 
RY 
PFRCENTAGFS 
SIJ4A 
1 ~. s n 
o.o 
1?.'10 
87.50 
n.o 
R7. ':lO 
(3' 
'3R .. 39 
2.hR 
h!.fl7 
37.5R 
1. "34 
311.93 
IIFHTClf TYI-'1= 
ev 
(4A 
4A.9? 
1. "? (l 
') (). ]_7 
4R .AR 
L?O 
49., ~,R 
1-W LA!\'E DTSTI<.!~IIT[fl·\1 
PFRCF.!\IT!\.f;FS 
SIJ4ll. C3fl [i...f. 
(')!-. 
gfn 
3R 
l 0?5 
947 
4n 
gg3 
C~A 
r .. R.91 
1 • RR 
sn.7g 
4h.93 
?.?R 
49.?1 
('-i A 
g3.33 tnn.nn 
n.n7 o.n 
95.h0 97.hl 9A.?9 
4.40 2.19 3.71 
ChA 
9 
l 
!0 
10 
() 
)D 
[hA 
4":..00 
?.no 
"in.nn 
5P.nn 
-n.rJ 
sn.nn 
(f-,fl 
gn.nn 
1n.nn 
97.0h 100.1)() 
2.Y4 0.(1 
90.')') 
'3~4'i 
Y7.A0 9~.37 lOO.iiCI 
2.4r 4.n3 n.n 
C7A 
0 
0 
0 
0 
D 
0 
en 
o.o 
o.o 
n.o 
n.n 
o.n 
n.o 
C711 
n.o 
o.n 
n.n 
n.n 
CRA 
{) 
0 
n 
0 
0 
0 
HUSES 
J R 
2 
20 
?5 
1 
?6 
TOTlll TrHlll 
OTHER TRlJCKS VQLUME 
14 
) 
15 
12 
0 
12 
174R 
73 
1R21 
14R7 
69 
15511 
53?3 
1'546 
0Rh9 
4727 
15?4 
6246 
TQTfll HHAL 
CRA HUSFS OTHER TRUCKS VOLlJflr1E 
o.o 
n.o 
o.o 
o.n 
o.o 
o.n 
3 9. l 3 
4.35 
43.48 
54.3 
~- l 
5h."> 
51.85 
3.70 
55. 5A 
44.44 
n.n 
44.44 
51.76 
2.lb 
'53.9?. 
44.0? 
? .. 04 
4f..OP 
40.5<;l 
11 • 7 9 
5?.~?R 
3h.OO 
l 1. h? 
47.h~ 
TOTt1L TOT!IL 
CRLI i<.U<:;i=S nTHfR TRIICi<.S VnL:J'J!F 
o.o 
n.il 
o.o 
n. r1 
90.110 
10.00 
93.~3 
6.67 
96.1';> 1nn.nn 
3.f'S n.n 
95.99 
4.01 
9') .. 57 
4.43 
77.49 
?2.'51 
75.fl0 
?4.40 
1\lnRTH P,[lll~tn SL 
~HJI<TH lifltrr-.tn ~l 
~JnRTH 1-\0IJr-.11'1 
SfliJTH HniJI\In SL 
SnttTI-1 9011!\10 Ml 
SlliiTH BDII,._I[) 
l\lfJRTH ~OIJfiJI) SL 
i'iOR TH f-Hlll!\lf) •\rll 
r-.tf_lRTH HOII'In 
SDitTH f'IOIJ!\.1[) Sl 
SOIITH Rflllf\lr) ML 
Sill ITH ~0\.1!\1[) 
!\!f.lRTH ROII!\'0 SL 
!\IORTH f-lniJ~IO Ml 
SlliJTH RfliJ\10 SL 
<;OIITH ROIJI,!!1 ~-ll 
"' "' 
Ill ITI IS 
PICKUPS 
\.!IT HOliT toll TH 
TRllflF-RS 
'??72 ?P-7 
7.741 77 
7Yh3 -,14 
h41R 
':il4h 
115 f,4 
AI HilS 
PlCKIIPS 
?lh 
}(lA 
A'22 
SII2A4T -S112AAT 
3lh 174 
7n 13 
3RA lk7 
'"l 
lfHl 
71'>1 
2H7 
711 
:~n7 
J,riTHfH!T ·nTI-! Sli?A4T SttZAOT 
TR.A ILI-I< S 
26.74 
l4.f'4 
4n.7R 
V.R7 
26.35 
')g.z?. 
30.6h 
?..fiR 
:n.?o; 
')~.13 
11.3.? 
f.;6.45 
I'IIITilS 
PICKIIPS 
?..7.~'1 
h. l () 
'B.h'-' 
"ifl.A5 
l.?.og 
hh.3'1 
3'5.??. 
2.A3 
17.R'S 
')>'J. 1.0 
4.1)5 
oz. 15 
WTTHUUT WITH Sl!2l\4T SlJ2AhT 
TRAIL!-PS 
VF-4TCLF [l_!ISSIFIC/ITTO~t Sllf.,MI1RY 
sr:nrT r:nr P•nv 
rr..rTFRSTI\TF 7'1 
SIJ3 {).. 
('Q 
11 
?C! 
"--\11 
" 
'" 
Sll311 
4Y. l'? 
(l.fl 
4Y. 1 "i 
'JO.R"i 
n.n 
')().R') 
Sll3!1 
JII~'F l-7 ,Jg71 
STllTlflr>.r ?A 
SIJ4ll. 
11 
l 
,, 
['=!fl. 
07 
' 411 
'3:-1 
7 
"' 
[L..I\ 
]7A 
1 (l 
lRA 
1·:n 
1 n 
14"~ 
CLI\S~If-'ICf'-.Tif'll 1 
'y 
PF-I~[F!\ITM;FS 
SII4A r. '-\!\ 
50.(1() 3R.Y'1 
n. n 3. 1 r, 
"n. flf• 47. J 1 
'10.{1() 5'1.79 
n. rl ? • 11 
'10.00 '57.P.Y 
I!FHICLF TYJ-.'F 
ev 
C4ll. 
')",.')() 
3JI4 
')f-..'11 
'+0. 4 3 
3.04 
4?,.47 
RY l/\1\IF; l)f<:;;TR.JHIITJflt>l 
PFRCF"-ITAr:;f-S 
~114!\ ['31\ C4A 
["ill 
11 !+ 
"" ~7? 
f<"iQ 
P/ 
q4] 
[<;[\ 
4"-1. Q() 
? • 7? 
t..A.A3 
4>'<.7/ 
4.h') 
') 1 • ::q 
(<;r.. 
h5.?R 
34.42 
91.40 Hl.R7 93.0~ 100.00 100.00 92.'10 94.A? Y4.]A 
R.AO ]R.l1 O.Y"i 0.0 0.0 7.50 '1.3R '1.R4 
(A fl. 
' ? 
7 
3() ,, 
3() 
CAt:. 
13. 51 
').41 
lR.Y? 
A 1. OR 
n.n 
R 1. OR 
f..ht:. 
71.4"3 
?1-<.57 
'?5.50 
44.?0 
'!2.46 76.3'5 
17.04 ?3.0S 
Y3.49 1nn.oo Ino.on 9h.3h 93.01 Yl.?9 10n.n0 
h. 51 n.n o.n 3.A4 h.99 P.7l 0.n 
C7t:. 
n 
n ,, 
n 
() 
11 
(7.1';. 
n.n 
n.n 
n.n 
n.n 
fl.n 
n.ll 
[71'-, 
n.n 
n.n 
n.n 
n.n 
CPll. 
n 
n 
n 
11 
n 
n 
1--\ll'\ F'\ 
77 
3 
-~ n 
'" 
",( 
fiT~~R 
7R 
n 
;?..Q 
'-JLr 
1 7 
l l l 
TnTL\.L TnTI':.L 
TRIJCKS vnLU~1F 
l 51 ? 
14h 
1f, 5 .Q. 
1 97 1-+ 
2g4 
n_r,p, 
707A 
/91 7 
9993 
gn~R 
55,<,4 
l4hll? 
H'-l AL rnuL 
CRfl 8()'\J::S ()Tf-4FR TKI_I(K_S I!()I_IJMF 
o.n 
n.n 
n.n 
n.n 
o.n 
n.n 
40.30 
4.48 
44.78 
?3. 73 
1 • .::,g 
55.77 
?O.l4 
n.n 
?n. 14 
f>7.01 
1?. 73 
79.-RA 
1R.5l 
3.7? 
42.73 
5f1.7P. 
7.49 
57.77 
?R. 77 
l.l.Rh 
40.A3 
3f..75 
??.A? 
'19.17 
TDTAL TOTllL 
C8A KLJSFS nTHF.R TRIJCKS VOLIF-lf: 
o.n 
n.n 
n.n 
n.n 
90.00 1nn.nn 
1n.no n.n 
97.30 
2. 70 
R4.6R 
15.32 
91. 19 
P.Rl 
R7.04 
1? • 96 
70.Rl 
?9.19 
61. gn 
3R.l0 
"' 0 
EAST BOUND SL 
EAST BOUND Ml 
EAST BOUND 
WEST BOUNO SL 
WEST BOUND ML 
WEST BOUND 
EAST BOUND SL 
EAST 1:\0UNO ML 
EAST BOUND 
WEST BOUND Sl 
WEST BOUND Ml 
WEST BOUND 
EAST BOUND Sl 
EAST BOliND Ml 
WE'ST BOt/NO Sl 
WEST SOl/NO Ml 
AUTOS 
PICKUPS 
WITHOUT WITH Sl12A4T SU2A6T 
TRAILERS 
3433 76 83 225 
1389 5 15 11 
4822 81 98 236 
3312 92 186 216 
1171 5 26 8 
4483 97 212 224 
AUTOS 
PICKUPS 
WITHOUT WITH SU2A4T SU2A6T 
TRAILERS 
36.89 42 .. 70 26.77 48.91 
14.93 Z.Rl 4.84 2.39 
51~82 45.51 31. 61 51.30 
35.59 51.69 60.oo 46.96 
12.58 2.81 R.39 1. 74 
48.18 54.49 68.39 48.70 
AuTns 
PICKUPS 
WITHOUT WITH SU2A4T SU2A6T 
TRAILERS 
71. 1-9 93.83 84.69 95.34 
28 .. 81 6.17 15 .. 31 4.6h 
73.88 94 .. 85 8-7.74 96.43 
2b .. 12 5 .. 15 12.26 3. 57 
VEHTCU:: CLASSJFICATI!lN Sl!MMARY 
SHFTRY CnliNTY 
INTF.RSTATE 64 
Jlli\IE 5-'h ,1973 
STATION 5'3 
SU3A SU4A C3A C4A (')A 
29 3 61 140 9?0 
0 0 2 " 43 29 3 A3 146 9h3 
35 3 58 127 8?9 
2 0 1 5 ?7 
37 3 59 13? RSA 
CLASSIFICATifi~' 
BY 
PERCENTAGFS 
Sl!3A Sl!4A C3A C4A C5A 
43 .. 94 5o. 00 50.00 50.3A SO.".iR 
0,0 0.0 l. 64 2. 1 6 2.36 
43.94 -so.on 51.64 52.52 52.94 
53.03 50.00 47 .. 54 4S.AP. 45.57 
3.03 o.o O.R?. 1. RO ].4R 
5h.Of> 50.00 48.30 47.48 47.00 
VfHTCLE TYPE 
BY 
P.Y LANE DISTRif-lliTim.l 
PFRCEf\ITAGFS 
SU3A SU4A C3A C4A C5A 
100.00 100.00 9h.R3 95.R9 95.S3 
o.o o.o 3. 17 4.11 4.47 
94.59 100.00 9R.31 90 .• ? 1 9h.R'J 
'5. 4 1 0,0 1.119 3.79 3 .. 15 
TOT I'll TO Till 
(f.; A C7A CRA KUSFS OTHFR TRUCKS VOLUME 
7 0 0 14 1 g 1468 5010 
0 0 0 0 0 77 14 71 
7 0 0 14 19 1545 64Rl 
3 0 0 8 13 1457 4-RR? 
0 0 0 0 1 69 1246 
3 0 0 8 14 1526 6 L?B 
TOTAL TOTAL 
C6A C7A CBA RUSES OTHER TRUCKS VOLUME 
70.00 0,0 0,0 63.64 57.58 47.8.0 39.73 
0,0 0,0 0,0 n.o o.o 2.51 1L67 
70.00 o.o o.o 63.64 57.58 5o .. 31 51.40 
30.()(1 0,0 o.n 36.36 39.3'1 47.44 38.72 
0,0 0,0 0,0 o.o :').0"3 2.25 9 .. RR 
30.00 0,0 0,0 3h. 36 42.42 49.69 48.60 
TOTAL TOTftl 
CAll C7A CBA RUSES OTHER TRUCKS VOLUME 
100.00 o.-o 0,0 100.00 100.00 95.02 77 .. 30 
n.n o.o 0,0 o.o n.o 4.9fl 22.70 
1-oo. on o .• 0 o.o 100.00 92.H6 95.48 79.67 
o.o 0,0 o.o 0,0 7.14 4. 5?: 20.33 
VEHICLE CLASSIFICATH!N SlJMr>-~ARY 
SHELBY CnUtHY 
INTERSTATE 64 
JUNE R-9 '1-973 
STATJfll\1 55 
AUTOS 
PICKUPS TOTAL TOTAL 
WITHOUT WITH SLJ2A4T SlJZAOT Sli3A SU4A C3A (4A C?A C6A C7A CRA \-\USES OTI-IER TRUCKS VOLUME 
TRAILERS 
EAST BOUND SL 4900 294 230 189 13 4 37 14R 0?5 ' 0 0 21 14 124A 6477 
EAST BOUND ML 2201 24 45 17 1 0 5 3 42 0 0 0 0 2 113 
2340 
EAST BOUNO 7101 3lR 275 206 14 4 42 151 067 ' () 0 21 16 1361 8817 
WEST BOUND SL 4411 130 206 201 24 3 47 99 557 4 0 0 24 36 11
41 5742 
WEST BOUND Ml 1803 12 2R 16 0 0 4 6 54 1 0 0 0 2 
109 1926 
WEST BOlJNO 6214 142 234 217 24 3 51 105 611 5 0 
() 24 3R 12 50 7668 
CLASSIFICATinl\1 
RY 
PFRCEJ\ITAGFS 
AUTOS 
PICKUI-'S TOTJ).L TOTAL 
WITHOUT WITH Sli2A4T SLJ2A6T SU3A SU4A C3A C4A C5A C6A C 7 A_ CRA \-\USES OTHER TRUCKS VOllJME 
TRAILERS 
EAST BOUND Sl 36~80 63.91 45.19 44.68 34~21 57.14 39 • 7H '57.A1 4R.90 2R-.57 0~0 o.o 46.67 25.93 4 7. '80 "39. ?9 
EAST BOUND ML 16.53 5~22 B.fl4 4.02 ?.A3 o.o 5. 3R 1.17 3.?9 o.o o.o o.o o.o 3.70 4~33 14 ... 19 
EAST BOUND 53.33 69.13 54.03 48.70 36.84 57.14 45. 16 5R.9R 52. 1 9 2R.57 o.o o.o 46.67 29.63 sz. 13 53.4R 
WEST BOUND SL 33.13 28.26 40.47 47.52 63.10 42.RO 50.54 3f<.67 43.5R '57.14 n.o o.o 53.33 66.67 43.70 34~83 
WEST BOUND ML 13.54 2.61 5.50 3.7R 0.0 o.o 4. 30 2."34 4.23 14.24 o.o o.o o.o 3~ 7n 4.17 ll..6R 
WEST HOUNO 46.67 30e87 45e97 51.30 63.10 42.86 54.R4 41.02 47.81 71.43 n.o OwO 53.33 711.37 47~R7 46 .. 51 
VFHIClf TYPF 
RY 
RY LANE OISTRIRUTinN 
PERCENTAGE'S 
AUTOS 
PICKUPS TOTAL HITAL 
WITHOUT WITH SlJ2A4T SU2A6T Sl!3 /1 SU4A C 3A C4A ('A (6A C7A CRA BUSES OTHER TRUCKS VOLlJME 
TRAILERS 
EAST BOUND SL 09.00 92.45 R3.64 91~75 92.8h 100.00 88. 10 9R.01 9~.70 100.00 o.o o.o 100.00 87.50 91.70 73.46 
EAST 80UNO ML 31.00 7.55 16.36 8.25 7.14 o.o 11..90 1. 99 6.30 n~o o.o o.o o.o 17.50 8.30 26.54 
WEST BOUND SL 70.98 91 .. 55 88.03 92.63 100.00 100,.00 92 .. 16 94.29 g l. 1 h 80.00 o.o o.o 100.0!) 94.74 91 .. 2R 74.88 
WEST BOUND Ml 29.02 8.45 11.97 7.37 o.o o.o 7.84 '5.71 R.R4 zo.oo o.o o.o o.o 5~2h R.7? 2 5 ~ 12 
~ -
"" "' 
EAST BOUND SL 
F.AST BOUND Ml 
EAST BOlJNO 
~JFST BOIJND Sl 
WEST BOUI\Jn Ml 
\•JES T BOIJND 
EAST tlOUND SL 
EAST BOUNO Ml 
EAST BOlJNO 
WEST BOlJf\10 SL 
l•lf-ST BOIJNO ML 
\-lEST BOlJI\tD 
EAST BDIIND SL 
FAST BOUND Ml 
WE:ST 80\JND SL 
V.tEST BOUND Ml 
AUTOS 
PICKIIPS 
WITHOUT WITH SlJZA4T SU2A6T 
TRAILEkS 
1407 '55 
175 l 
1582 5h 
1448 
242 
1690 
AlJTnS 
PICKLJPS 
72 
3 
75 
84 
5 
89 
74 
5 
79 
104 
5 
109 
103 
2 
105 
WTTHOIJT WITH SlJ2A4T Sli2A6T 
TRAILfRS 
VEHICLE CLASSIFICATirif\1 SIJMI<\li~Y 
ROWAN [fllJNTY 
SU3A 
13 
0 
13 
12 
0 
l? 
SlJ"3A 
INTERSTATE 64 
JUNE 12-13,1973 
STATHI!\1 5-A 
SU4A 
() 
l 
(l 
() 
0 
C3A 
14 
0 
14 
14 
0 
14 
CLASSIFICATlnN 
RY 
PFRCENTAGfS 
SlJ4A C3A 
C4A 
o4 
l 
h5 
4? 
0 
42 
C4A 
C5A 
30R 
5 
313 
3oo 
5 
300 
C5A 
ChA 
0 
4 
0 
4 
ChA 
(7A 
2 
0 
? 
() 
0 
0 
C7A 
43.00 4l.YR so.oo 48.60 52.00 ton.uo so.oo ~9.Rl 4S.77 zo.nn 10o.nn 
5.35 o.76 2.9R 2.34 o.o o.o o.o o.93 n.74 o.o n.o 
4H.35 42.75 ~Z.YR 50.93 52.00 lOO.ClCl 50.00 60.75 4A.~l 20.00 100.00 
44 .. 25 
7.40 
51.65 
54 .. 96 
2~29 
'57 .. 25 
Al!TlJ S 
PICKUPS 
44.05 
2 .. 98 
47.0?. 
4B.13 
O .. Y3 
4Y .. 07 
WITHOUT WITH SU2A4T S!J2A6T 
TRAILERS 
4R .. OO 
o .. o 
4R.OO 
SlJ3A 
o.o 
o.o 
o.o 
50 .. 00 
o.o 
50.00 
Vt=HICLF TYt-lF 
RY 
39.25 
(),.() 
39.25 
RY LANF DISTR.IRlJTin!'.l 
PFRCFNTAt;F-S 
SU4A C3A C4A 
'5? .. 75 
0 .. 74 
53 .. 49 
("ill. 
RO,.OO 
n.n 
RO .. OO 
C6A 
o.o 
o.o 
o.o 
C7A 
88 .. 94 98 .. ?.1 94.3H 95.41 100.00 100.00 100 .. 00 98.46 98,.40 100,.00 100.00 
11.06 1 .. 79 5.62 4.59 o .. o o .. o o.o 1.54 l.Ao n.o n .. n 
R5.68 96 .. 00 93.67 98,.10 100.00 
14.32 4.00 6.33 1.YO 0.0 
n.o 1oo.oo 1no.oo YR.hl Ion.no 
o.o o.o o.n l.3Y n.o 
o.o 
o.o 
TOTAL TnTAL 
CR/1. RlJSFS nTHFP TRUCKS VOLLJME 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
n 
2 
0 
2 
0 
1 
R 
n 
R 
]4 
0 
14 
59! 
lh 
607 
604 
17 
h!n 
2063 
19? 
2255 
?.139 
?57 
23g6 
TnTAL T(lTI\l 
CRA ~USFS OTHFR TRUCKS VnLtJMf 
o.o 
o.o 
o.n 
o.o 
o.o 
o.o 
66.67 36.36 48.32 44.36 
n.n o.n 1.31 4.13 
66.67 36.36 49.63 4R.4R 
33 .. 33 
o.o 
33.33 
03.64 
o.o 
1',3,.64 
49.39 
O,.YR 
50.37 
45.99 
5. '3 3 
51.52 
TClTAL TOTAL 
CRA HUSFS C!THER TRUCKS VOLlJMF 
o.o 100 .. 00 100.00 97.36 91.49 
o.n n.o n.o 2.64 R.51 
o.n 
o.o 
100.00 100.00 
n.o o .. n 
9R.05 B9.?.7 
1.95 10.73 
VEHICLE CLASSIFICATION SIJMMARY 
ROWAN CfllJNTY 
INTERSTATF 04 
,JUNE 15-10,1973 
STATION Sf\ 
AUTOS 
PICKUPS TOTAL TOTAL 
WITHOUT WITH Sll2A4T SlJZA6T SU3A SU4A C3A C4A CSb ChA C7A CBA HUSFS OTHER TRUCKS VOLUME 
TRAILERS 
EAST ROUND SL 2303 91 147 73 12 0 6 49 2?7 3 0 0 4 1 517 2916 
EAST BOUND ML 353 4 3 0 0 0 0 0 5 0 0 0 0 0 8 365 
EAST ijQlJNO 2656 95 150 73 12 0 6 49 !32 3 0 0 4 1 525 3281 
WEST BOUND SL 2319 129 178 93 11 2 13 35 23~ 5 0 0 4 
0 569 3021 
WEST ROlJJ\10 ML 460 6 5 5 0 0 0 1 R 0 0 0 0 
0 19 485 
Wr.ST BOUND 2779 135 183 98 11 2 13 36 ?40 5 0 0 4 
0 588 3506 
CLASSIFICATI0!\1 
RY 
PF.KCENTA(;fS 
AUTOS 
PICKUPS TOTAL TOTAL 
WITHOUT WITH SU2A4T SU2AAT SlJ3A SU4A C3A C4A C~A C6A C7A CRA RUSES OTHER TRLJCKS VOLlJ~f 
TRAILERS 
Eti.ST 80lJNO SL 42.37 39.57 44.14 42.09 52. 17 o.o 31.')8 "">7.AS 4R.n9 37.50 o.o o.o 50.00 100.00 46.45 42.96 
EAST BOUNO Ml 6.49 L 74 () .,9() o.o n.o o.o o.o o.n l.Oh o.o o.o o.o o.o o.n 0.72 5.3R 
EAST BOUND 48.,87 41.30 45.05 42.69 52.17 o.o 31. 5R •n.r.s 49.l"i 37.50 o.o o.o so.oo 100.00 47.,17 48.34 
1--•EST BQlJNil SL 42.67 56.09 53.4"i 54.39 47.83 100 .. 00 68.42 4l.lfl 49.15 62.50 o.o o.o 50.00 o.o 51 • l2 44.51 
WEST BOUND Ml 8.46 2.61 1.50 2. 9 2 n.o o.o o.o l.lR 1.A9 o.o o.o ().,() o.o o.o 1.71 7. l 5 
I~•EST BOUND 51 e J3 ')8. "10 54.95 57.31 47.R3 100.00 68.42 42.3') 50. R5 6?..50 o.o o.o so. no o.o 5?.R3 51.06 
VFHICLF TYP F 
RY 
RY LAI\IE OISTRIRtJTin~.l 
PERCF:NTAC~FS 
AUTOS 
PICKUPS TnTAL T
nTIIL 
WITI--iOUT WITH SU2A4T SIJ2A6T Sli3A SU411 C311 C4A C~tl. CAA C7A CRA KUSES QTH
ER TRUCKS VOLUM~ 
TRAILERS 
EAST Bf"IUND SL 86.71 95.79 9H.OO 100.00 100.00 o.o lOO.OO 100.()0 Y7.R4 100.00 o.o o.o 100.00 100.,()0 9R.4R RR.R8 
EAST BOUND Ml l3 .29 4.21 ?:.oo o.n 1).0 o.o o.o o.o 2.16 n .. o o.o o.o o.n o.o l. 5? ll. 1? 
Wf-'ST BCJlJNO SL 1-)3.45 95."i6 97.27 94.90 100.00 100 .. 00 100.00 97. 2? 9A.f.7 100.,00 o.o o.o 100.00 n.n 91'1.77 R6 e l 7 
WEST f:I[HJt\ID ML 16.55 4.44 2.73 5.10 0.0 o.o o.o ?..7R ~. 33 n.o o.n o.o n.n o.o 3.23 13.R3 
"' w 
"' ... 
l\t(lRTH ROIJI•jf) SL 
1\IOR TH ROill\lf) Ml 
~JORTH Bn\11\ir:t 
SOliTH BfltiND SL 
SOUTH BfliJNn ML 
SOI!TH RfltJt•m 
NORTH B[l!INO SL 
NtJR TH ROIJNO Ml 
NORTH f30tJf\H) 
SOIJTH rlOIJI\In SL 
SrJIITH 8()1Ji\tn Ml 
') 0 I JT H t)(H I ,\JI) 
r--!ORTH 1-lrltJNn SL 
t.!flRTrl 1-WtiND ML 
SOl ITf-1 fWtJ!I.IO SL 
SlllJTH FHli!J\Irl t~L 
AUTOS 
PICKUPS 
WITHntJT WITH 
TRAILERS 
3838 339 
2355 '15 
6193 374 
3640 
2030 
5670 
AIJTOS 
1-'ICKIIPS 
305 
33 
338 
SlJ2A4T SU2AhT 
274 234 
f,] 16 
335 250 
317 
39 
356 
221 
R 
229 
IIE=HICLF CLASSJFJCliTJmt SttMMARY 
HARO Il\l COUNTY 
SIJ3A 
2R 
2 
30 
34 
1 
35 
If\IHRSTATE 65 
Jl!f\IF 19-20, 197? 
STATinl\1 "i4 
SlJ41\ 
1 
0 
1 
4 
2 
6 
C31\ 
74 
1 
75 
h3 
6 
69 
CLASSIFIC/\Tim.l 
RY 
PFR.CI:'NTAGF=S 
[4A 
213 
5 
21R 
3] 2 
?6 
33P 
(SA 
1AU1 
93 
).703 
1 S?9 
J ?0 
1 (-,79 
CQA 
R 
0 
R 
5 
0 
5 
WITHOtJT WITH St12A4T StJ2AhT SIJ3A SlJ4A C3A C4ll ("ill CnA 
TRAILFRS 
~2.35 47.Al 3Y.6~ 4R.A5 41.0A 
l9.A5 4.Y2 8.83 1.34 3.11A 
52.20 ~2."i? 4H.4k 52.19 4h.l5 
30.6K 42.A4 
17.11 4.h1 
47.RO 47.47 
t\.lJHIS 
PICKIJPS 
45.8H 46.14 
':>.h4 l.h7 
'51.'5~ 47.Rl 
?? • 3 I 
l. ?4 
?? • 8? 
14.29 51.39 ?R.3l 47.nO 61.54 
n.o n.n9 o.go 2.7~ n.n 
14.?9 ?2.0R 39.71 sn.35 n1.54 
"i7.14 
?R.? 7 
85.7 1 
"'-3.7"i 
4. l 7 
47.97 
IIFHICLF TYI-'F 
py 
'36. 1? 
4.AR 
AO. 79 
RY Ll\l\lf niST!-IfRIITHl~l 
PF:RCEI\JTli(;FS 
4h. 1 () 
3."i') 
.<.g. AS 
3r~. 4A 
n.n 
31-1.41', 
WITHOlJT WITH Sl12A4T $112AhT 
TRAIL FRS 
Stn b Sli4A C3A (4L\ C'ib CAA 
61.~7 90.~4 Al.7Y Y3.AO 
3R.03 9.36 lR.Zl A.40 
91.33 100.0(1 
6.67 n.n 
9R.A7 
1 • 33 
97.71 
7..79 
q4.')4 100.00 
s. r .. A n. 0 
~4.70 90.24 AY.04 Y6.Sl 97.14 AA.67 91.30 Y?.~l Y?.~S lOO.O!l 
35.RO 9.76 l!l.YA 3.49 ?.Rh 31.33 A.70 7.A4 7.1S n.n 
C7A 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
[71\ 
o.o 
o.o 
o.o 
o.o 
o.o 
n.n 
C:7ll 
o.o 
o.o 
o.o 
o.o 
CBA 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
HUSES 
26 
7 
33 
?5 
3 
?R 
TOTAL TnTt..L 
OTHFR TRUCKS VOLUME 
29 
J 
30 
h4 
R 
n 
?447 
J7P 
?670 
2515 
?0? 
2717 
h074 
7576 
97.50 
6549 
2?.70 
RR25 
TnT-liL TOTAL 
CRI'I 1-\USI:::S nTHFR TRI!C:KS VrJLLJME 
n.n 4?.A2 ?H.43 "'-5.70 36.92 
n.n 11.~A n.9R 3.34 14.?5 
n.o 54.10 ?.q.4l 49.09 5l.lP 
0.0 
n.n 
o.n 
CAll 
o.o 
o.o 
o.o 
o.o 
40.SlR 
4. Sl? 
45.90 
f)t)SFS 
7K.79 
?1.?! 
A?.7'1 <+7.17 
7.Fi4 3.7R 
7fl.59 SO.Yl 
36.n 
1?. 59 
4R.R? 
TOTliL TOTilL 
flTHFR TRlJCKS VI!L\WF 
QA.67 93.?1 7?._15 
3.31 h.79 77.H5 
H9.2Y PR.Rg 92.57 74.?.1 
]0.71 11.11 7.4~ ?5.79 
'\IQRTH fHIIINO SL 
I\lflRTH Bflllt\lf) I-ll 
1\!flRTH lifliiJ\!1) 
Sll\ITH f'l(ll)[\10 SL 
SflliTH Bflllf\lrJ I-1L 
SntiTH 8[lllf'.li) 
NORTH f\CHJt\10 SL 
NORTH BDIJ:<,Jf) ~1L 
1\I{JRTH f-)(11)1\l[) 
SfllJTI-1 f-l['liJNn SL 
SO!ITH f3niii'-.IO Ml 
SOIJTH lifJIINf) 
~,HlP, TH Rfl\JNO SL 
1\l[lRTH FHl\11\jrJ ML 
"' "' 
SDtiTH fl.(IIJI\10 SL 
SfliiTH BriiiNO I'll 
AIJTIJS 
PJCKIJPS 
WITHOI!T WITH SIJ2A4T Sl!2AIJT 
TRA IU::RS 
575H 
42RO 
10038 
6?56 
6574 
l30RO 
510 
eo 
5YO 
930 
13?. 
10AR 
Al1Tf1S 
PICKUPS 
407 
103 
510 
659 
174 
k33 
241 
18 
259 
?.9A 
4R 
344 
WITHfJIIT WITH SU2A4T SIJ2AhT 
TRAILF::RS 
24.91 30~7A 30.31 39.97 
18.?1 4.83 7.67 2.99 
43.42 3~.59 31.97 42.95 
2R.3A 
2R.?2 
56.5R 
56.45 49.07 49.09 
7.9A 12.96 7.Y6 
64.41 02.03 57.05 
t,LJTrlS 
1-'ICKIJPS 
WJTH[]!JT l~ITH 
TRAILEf.ZS 
SIJ2A4T Sli2A6T 
VFHICLF CLASSIFICATlfll\1 SIIMMAPY 
Hfd{llJl\1 COIJr\ITY 
SI13A 
2R 
0 
2R 
" 1 
34 
SIJ3A 
4S.1f. 
n.o 
4~.1A 
INTFRSTATF A'1 
Jlii\IE 22-23,1973 
STAT!nl\1 54 
SIJ4ll 
0 
0 
n 
' 0 
' 
C3A 
43 
l 
44 
78. 
3 
R 1 
C4A 
224 
13 
217 
1RO 
?4 
204 
CLASSI,:ICATJni\J 
ev 
PFRCEf\ITAGf:-S 
Sli4A 
n.o 
n.o 
o.o 
C3A 
34.40 
O.RO 
35.20 
C4' 
'50.7Q 
2.9<i 
'53.74 
<)1.23 ]00.00 62.40 
2.40 
64.RO 
40.R? 
'5.44 
4A.?.fo 
1.hl o.o 
':i4.R4 100.00 
IIFHICLF TYPF 
RY 
RY LANF OISTRlRIITinN 
f.>FRCHJTMOFS 
C'1A 
1129 
RA 
L? J 'i 
173') 
l"i4 
1 389 
C5ll 
41.3A 
-~. 3 0 
4A.,AA 
4 7. 43 
5.91 
'1"..?4 
ChA 
7 
n 
7 
9 
n 
9 
ChA 
Lrl. 75 
o.n 
4?..75 
SA. 25 
n.n 
5A.25 
SIJ3A SIJ4A C3A [411 C"iA Cf:,ll. 
57.36 ?6.44 79.HO 93.0~ 100.00 o.o 
o.o 
97.73 
2. 27 
94.51 
'1.49 
92.9? 100.(10 
42.64 13.':)6 ?.0.2'0 6.95 n.o 7.nR o.o 
50.12 H7.A4 79.11 R6.05 97.06 100.00 Y6.30 RA.?.4 AA.Ql 100.00 
49.AB 12.36 ZO.AY 13.95 ?..94 0.0 3.70 ll.7A 11.09 0.0 
C711 
0 
0 
0 
n 
n 
0 
C7A 
n.n 
0.0 
n.n 
n.o 
n.n 
n.o 
C7fl 
n.o 
o.n 
o.n 
n.o 
TC!T AL TOTAL 
CPA HIJSES OTHFR TRUCKS VOLli~F 
n 
0 
0 
n 
" 0 
CHA 
n.o 
o.o 
n.n 
0.n 
o.n 
o.n 
CRA 
o.n 
o.n 
o.n 
o.n 
SA 
4 
IS() 
57 
1 n 
c7 
fiUSfS 
44.09 
3.1 5 
47.24 
44.RR 
7. f->.7 
52.76 
IHJc;Fs 
Y3.33 
6.A7 
35 
' 37 
37 
R 
45 
2()79 RL..3R 
?21 45R7 
.?300 13025 
249?. 1007R 
404 707R 
2P.96 17156 
TOTAL TOTAL 
0T~FR TRUCKS VOLU~F 
4?..6R 40.01 ?7.9A 
?..44 4.25 15.?0 
45.12 44.?0 43.16 
45.1?. 47.96 
9.76 7.7R 
54. RR 55.74 
33.19 
73.45 
56.R4 
TDTliL TOTAL 
rJTHE"< TRIICKS VOLU~.E 
94.59 qn.39 A4.7R 
5.41 9.61 35.?? 
R5.07 R?.?.? R6.05 5R.74 
14.93 17.7B 13.95 41.?6 
APPENDIX D 
LANE DISTRIBUTIONS BY VEHICLE TYPE (1968, 1973, 1975) 
66 
"' -...l 
TABLE D-1. CLASSIFICATION BY VEHICLE TYPE AND LANE DISTRIBUTION 
(PERCENTAGES), SCOIT COUNTY 
DJRI:CTJON Al~TOS/P!CKUPS 
01-' TRAVI:L WJTHOL'T WITH 
AND LAN!: TRAILERS SU2A4T SU'A6T SU3A SU4A C3A 
NB SL 67.22 91.75 84.96 96.45 96.61 100.00 94.66 
NB ML 32.78 8.25 15.04 3.55 3.39 0.0 5.34 
SB SL 58.99 84.68 76.84 94.78 98.44 100.00 96.46 
SB ML 41.01 15.32 23.16 5.22 1.56 0.0 3.54 
TABLE )).2. CLASSIFICATION BY VEHICLE TYPE AND LANE DISTRIBUTION (PERCENTAGES), 
HARDIN COUNTY 
DIRECTIO:-.J AUTOS/PICKUPS 
OF TRAVEL WITHOUT WITH 
AND LANE TRAILERS SU2A4T SU'A6T SUJA SU4A 
NB SL 59.12 88.07 80.59 93.32 96.55 100.00 
NB ML 40.88 11.93 19.41 6.68 3.45 0.0 
SB SL 54.38 88.26 82.09 90.23 97.10 75.00 
SB ML 45.62 11.74 17.91 9.77 2.90 25.00 
TABLE 0"3. CLASSIFICATION BY VEHICLE TYPE AND LANE DISTRIBUTION (PERCENTAGES), 
SHELBY COUNTY 
DIRECTION AUTOS/PICKUPS 
OF TRAVEL WITHOUT WITH 
AND LANE TRAILERS SU2A4T SU2A6T SU3A SU4A 
EB SL 69.89 92.73 83.91 93.67 97.67 100.00 
EB ML 30.11 7.27 16.09 6.33 2.33 0.0 
WB SL 72.20 92.89 87.89 94.56 96.72 100.00 
WB ML 27.80 7.11 12.11 5.44 3.28 0.0 
C3A 
98.32 
1.68 
94.00 
6.00 
C3A 
93.33 
6.67 
95.45 
4.55 
C4A C5A 
96.20 95.34 
3.80 4.66 
95.73 93.38 
4.27 6.62 
(4A CSA 
96.04 93.87 
3.96 6.13 
90.77 91.07 
9.23 8.93 
C4A CSA 
96.97 94.79 
3.03 5.21 
95.36 94.48 
4.64 5.52 
C6A 
82.35 
17.65 
100.00 
0.0 
C6A 
100.00 
0.0 
100.00 
0.0 
C6A 
100.00 
0.0 
87.50 
12.50 
CJA 
0.0 
0.0 
0.0 
0.0 
C7A 
0.0 
0.0 
0.0 
0.0 
C7A 
0.0 
0.0 
0.0 
0.0 
C8A 
0.0 
0.0 
0.0 
0.0 
C8A 
0.0 
0.0 
0.0 
0.0 
C8A 
0.0 
0.0 
0.0 
0.0 
TOTAL TOTAL 
BUSES OTHER TRUCKS VOLUME 
90.00 97.67 93.71 73.53 
10.00 2.33 6.29 26.47 
96.83 86.18 90.51 66.00 
3.17 13.82 9.49 34.00 
TOTAL TOTAL 
BUSES OTHER TRUCKS VOLUME 
88.17 95.52 91.89 67.84 
11.83 4.48 8.11 32.16 
86.32 86.32 89.20 64.00 
13.68 13.68 10.80 36.00 
TOTAL TOTAL 
BUSES OTHER TRUCKS VOLUME 
100.00 94.29 93.46 75.09 
0.0 5.71 6.54 24.91 
100.00 94.23 93.59 77.01 
0.0 5.77 6.41 22.99 
0; 
00 
TABLE D-4. CLASSIFICATION BY VEHICLE TYPE AND LANE DISTRIBUTION (PERCENTAGES), 
ROWAN COUNTY 
DIRECTION AUTOS/PICKUPS 
OF TRAVEL WITHOUT WITH 
AND LANE TRAILERS SU2A4T SU2A6T SUJA SU4A C3A 
EB SL 87.54 96.69 96.65 97.25 100.00 100.00 100.00 
EB ML 12.46 3.31 3.35 2.75 0.0 0.0 0.0 
WB SL 84.29 95.71 96.18 96.55 100.00 100.00 100.00 
WB ML 15.71 4.29 3.82 3.45 0.0 0.0 
TABLE D-5. CLASSIFICATION BY VEHICLE TYPE AND LANE DISTRJBUTION (PERCENTAGES), ALL SITES 
DIR!:CTIOt" AUTOS/PICKUPS 
01-' TRAVEL WITHOUT WJTil 
AND LA/'>.'L: TRAIURS SU~A4T SU~A6T SU3A SU4A 
NB SL 62.69 89.30 82.4] 94.74 96.58 100.00 NB ML 37.31 10.70 17.59 5.26 3.42 0.0 SB SL 56.51 86.99 79.95 92.34 97.74 87.50 SB ML 43_49 13.0! 20.05 7.66 2.26 12.50 EB SL 74.52 93.82 88.89 94.71 98.53 !00.00 EB ML 25.48 6.18 11.11 5.29 1.47 0.0 WB SL 75.76 94.2! 90.96 95.19 97.62 100.00 WB ML 24.24 5_79 9.04 4.81 ~.38 0.0 
TABLE D-6. CLASSIFICATION BY VEHICLE n'PE AND LANE DISTRIBUTION (PERCENTAGES), f 
75, FOUR-LANE, 1968 
DIRECTION AUTOS/PKKUPS 
OF TRAVEL WITHOUT 
AND LANE TRAILERS SU2A4T SU~A6l SIJJA Sli4A 
NB SL 63.38 84.93 96.13 96.47 00 
NB ML 36.62 15.07 3.87 3.53 0.0 
SB SL 59.55 82.22 94.54 96.86 0.0 
SB ML 40.45 17.78 5.46 3.14 0.0 
0.0 
OA 
96.40 
3.60 
95.06 
4.94 
94.40 
5.60 
96.35 
"3.65 
(3A 
96.28 
3.72 
95.87 
4.13 
TOTAL TOTAL 
C4A CSA C6A C7A C8A BUSES 01HER TRUCKS VOLUME 
99.12 98.17 100.00 100.00 0.0 100.00 100.00 97.88 89.94 0.88 1.83 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 2.12 10.06 98.72 97.83 100.00 OD OD 100.00 100.00 97.43 87.43 1.28 2.17 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 2.57 12.57 
TOTAL TOTAL C<A C5A C6A C7A C8A BUSFS OTHER TRUCKS VOLUMI: 
-<l6.12 94.44 90.6~ 0.0 0.0 R8.81 96.36 9~.64 70.29 3.88 5.56 9.38 00 0.0 11.19 3.64 7.36 ~9.71 92.7~ 91.96 100.00 0.0 0.0 90.51 86.25 89.73 64_89 7.28 8.04 0.0 0.0 0.0 9.49 13.75 w_n 35.11 97_57 95.63 !00.00 !00.00 0.0 100.00 95.45 94.70 79.03 ~.43 4.37 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 4.55 5.30 20.'J7 96.19 95.45 94.!2 0.0 0.0 100.00 95.45 94.75 80.13 3.81 4.55 5.88 0.0 0.0 0.0 4.55 5.25 19.!!7 
TOTAL TOTAL 
C4A C5A C6A C7A C8A BUSES OTHER TRUCKS VOLUME 
95.17 95.23 88.46 0.0 0.0 
4.83 4.77 11.54 00 0.0 
94.51 94.08 100.00 0.0 0.0 
5.49 5.92 0.0 0.0 0.0 
88.13 0.0 9~.~6 67.09 
I L87 0.0 7.74 32.91 
75.39 0.0 90.70 63.62 
24.61 0.0 9.30 36.38 
0> 
"' 
TABLE 0·7. CLASSIFICATION BY VEHICLE n'PE AND LANE DISTRIBUTION {PERCENTAGES), I 
75, SIX-LANE, 1968 
D!RI:CTION AL'TOSIPICKL'PS 
01· TRAVI:L WITHOLT 
A:-.:0 LA!'<L TRAILI:RS SU2A4T SU~A6T SU3A SL4A 
NB Sl 24.32 48.69 76.57 80.63 0.0 
NB CL 51.84 42.47 22.50 17.12 0.0 
NB Ml 23.84 8.83 0.93 2.25 0.0 
SB Sl 26.07 52.80 81.50 87.14 0.0 
SB CL 50.07 38.38 17.54 12.86 0.0 
SB ML 23.86 8.82 0.96 0.0 00 
TABLE D--8. CLASSIFICATION BY VEHICLE TYPE AND LANE DISTRIBUTION {PERCENTAGES), 
HARDIN COUNlY, I 65, 1975 
DIRI:CTION AUTOS/PICKUPS 
OF TRAVEL WITHOUT WITH 
AND LANE TRAILERS SU2A4T SU~A6T SU3A SU4A 
NB Sl 73.95 80.93 81.44 89.88 72.73 71.43 
NB ML 26.05 19.07 18.56 10.!2 27.27 28.57 
SB SL 76.77 84.21 84.57 88.80 95.82 100.00 
SB ML 23.23 15.79 15.43 11.20 4.18 0.0 
C3A 
83.22 
15.55 
1.23 
88.86 
10.54 
0.60 
CJA 
89.29 
10.71 
88.14 
11.86 
TABLE D-9. CLASSIFICATION BY VEHICLE TYPE AND LANE DISlRIBUTION (PERCENTAGES), 
SCOTT COUNTY, I 75, 1975 
DIRECTION AUTOS/PICKUPS 
OF TRAVEL WITHOUT WITH 
AND LANE TRAILERS SU2A4T SU2A6T SU3A SU4A C3A 
NB SL 69.57 81.37 82.68 89.61 100.00 100.00 87.50 
NB ML 30.43 18.63 17.32 10.39 0.0 0.0 12.50 
SB SL 73.66 86.18 82.72 94.96 100.00 0.0 89.09 
SB ML 26.34 13,82 17.28 5.04 0.0 0.0 10.90 
C4A CSA 
82.52 79.65 
16.80 19.90 
0.68 0.45 
87.10 86.52 
12.66 13.10 
0.25 0.38 
C4A CSA 
90.97 89.77 
9.03 10.23 
90.05 95.84 
9.95 4.16 
C<A CSA 
95.63 87.30 
4.38 12.70 
89.89 84.18 
10.11 15.82 
C6A 
80.77 
19.23 
0.0 
100.00 
00 
0.0 
C6A 
100.00 
0.0 
96.97 
3.03 
C6A 
83.33 
16.67 
100.00 
0.0 
C7A 
0.0 
00 
0.0 
0.0 
0.0 
0.0 
C7A 
0.0 
0.0 
0.0 
0.0 
C7A 
0.0 
0.0 
0.0 
0.0 
C8A 
0.0 
0.0 
0.0 
0.0 
0.0 
0.0 
CSA 
0.0 
0.0 
0.0 
0.0 
CBA 
0.0 
0.0 
0.0 
0.0 
TOTAL TOTAL 
BUSES OTHER TRUCKS VOLUME 
33.16 0.0 69.50 30.66 
57.22 0.0 27.11 48.42 
9.63 0.0 3.39 20.92 
37.94 0.0 74.89 33.00 
51.96 0.0 21.86 46.10 
10.09 0.0 3.24 20.89 
TOTAL TOTAL 
BUSES OTHER TRUCKS VOLUME 
76.00 94.87 88.22 77.34 
24.00 5.13 11.78 22.66 
80.52 84.91 92.14 80.77 
19.48 15.09 7.86 19.23 
TOTAL TOTAL 
BUSES OTHER TRUCKS VOLUME 
88.89 87.10 88.47 73.34 
1!.11 12.90 11.53 26.66 
77.78 70.59 87.47 77.04 
22.22 29.41 12.53 22.96 
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APPENDIX E 
PLOTS OF VARIOUS RELATIONSIDPS BE1WEEN TRUCK 
SPEED, WEIGHT, AND NOISE (I973) 
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Figure E-2. Average Noise versus Average Weight - Light Trucks 
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Figure E-3. Average Speed versus Average Weight - Light Trucks 
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Figure E-5. Average Noise versus Average Weight -- Heavy Trucks 
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Figure E-6. Average Speed versus Average Weight -- Heavy Trucks 
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Figure E-7. Average Noise versus Average Speed - Combination, Five-Axle Vehicles 
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Figure E-8. Average Noise versus Average Weight - Combination, Five-Axle Vehicles 
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APPENDIX F 
HOURLY DISTRIBUTIONS OF TRAFFIC (1973) 
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Figure F-1. Total Hourly Volume versus Hour of Day- Tuesday-Wednesday Surveys 
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Figure F-2. Total Hourly Volume versus Hour of Day -- Friday-Saturday Surveys 
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Figure F-3. Total Hourly Volume versus Hour of Day - Autos aud Pickups without 
Trailers 
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Figure F-4.. Total Hourly Voluroe versus Hour of Day -- Autos and Pickups with 
Trailers 
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Figure F-5. Total Hourly Voluroe versus Hour of Day - Single-Unit, Two-Axle, 
Four-Tire Vehicles 
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Figure F-6. Total Hourly Voluroe versus Hour of Day - Single-Unit, Two-Axle, 
Six-Tire Vehicles 
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Figure F-7. Total Hourly Volume versus Hour of Day - Single-Uuit, Three-Axle 
Vehicles 
XPA \\L I \ \ HARDIN f:l. / COUNTY 
14 16 18 20 22 24 
MIDNIGHT 
' 
HOUR OF DAY 
2 4 6 B 10 12 
NOON 
00 
00 
14 
12 
w 10 
:::!: 
::I 
....l 
0 
> 
~ 
a:: 
::I 
0 
8 
J: 6 
....l 
<( 
1-
0 
I- 4 
2 
0
12 
NOON 
14 
Figure F-8. Total Hourly Volume versus Hour of Day -- Combination, Three-Axle 
Vehicles. 
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Figure F-9. Total Hourly Volume versus Hour of Day - Combination, Four-Axle 
Vehicles 
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Figure F-10. Total Hourly Volume versus Hour of Day -- Combination, 
Five-Axle Vehicles 
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